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Despite the advanceme nts and availability of computers and digital technologies
in today's schools and colleges, too many graduating K-8 teachers enter the teaching
profession without the skills, knowledge, and experience to use technology as a teaching
and learning tool. These issues directly affect whether teachers use technology in their
schools.
Too often preservice teachers lack the basic computer skills they need before they
can use technology as a teaching and learning tool. Preservice teachers also need learning
opportunities such as educational technology classes, faculty who model and demonstrate
technology, and field placement schools with supervising teachers who use and
encourage teaching with technology. Furthermore, preservice teachers need opportunities
to acquir e hands-on experience using hardware or software.
A survey developed for this study collected demographic information about the
participants and included sections about their technology skill levels, learning
opportunities, and specific technologies preservice teachers used or did not use when

student teaching. The survey was administered after the preservice teachers completed
their student teaching requirements for a bachelor’s degree in elementary education.
This study suggests that preservice teachers lack the skills, knowledge, and
experience they need to use technology as a teaching, learning, and administrative tool.
The findings suggest that preservice teachers are low- level users of technology for
educational purposes. Even though this generation of students uses digital technologies
more than other generations, their technology use centers around communication,
convenience, and entertainment. Many preservice teachers only use technology for
educational purposes when it is required of them, and the n only at the most basic levels.
Several recommendations were developed from this study. Require teacher
education candidates to take and pass a computer competency skills exam. Provide a
compulsory digital technology course devoted to educational issues concerning teaching
and learning. Require faculty to teach and model technology in technology rich
classrooms and during preservice teachers’ methods classes. Require supervising teachers
to use and model technology for student teachers during their student teaching
experience. Require education students to have and use personal laptop computers during
their professional, methods, and student teaching placements.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The computer and related digital technologies often receive credit as a means for
educational reform with teachers as the primary agents of change (Vrasidas & McIsaac,
2001). However, many educators would agree that teacher education programs struggle
preparing technology proficient teachers. (Glazewski, Brush, Heng-yu Ku, & Igoe, 2002).
Wildstrom (2002) with Business Week Online concluded that schools in the United
States are virtually technology free zones with the available technology in US schools
unused for instructional purposes. Wildstrom added that teachers are reluctant users of
technology because technology is not part of their culture. Numerous studies suggested
that many preservice teachers lack the skills, training, and opportunities to use and
integrate technology before student teaching. Even though many teacher education
programs require their students to complete a basic computer literacy course, their
students often reported that they felt inadequately prepared to use computer and digital
technologies when teaching. Various reasons affect a teacher’s decision whether to use
technology when teaching. Preservice teachers frequently reported the lack of skills,
knowledge, and hands-on experiences as major obstacles when using technology.
Compounding this problem was the lack of time, tools, training, and technical support
they needed before and during their student teaching placements (Lockard & Abrams,
2001; Pope, Hare, & Howard, 2002).
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This study examined Mississippi State University’s (MSU) preservice teachers’
use of digital technologies when teaching and focused on four areas that affected their use
of technology. The areas included technology skills, technology learning opportunities,
technologies used when student teaching, and technologies not used when student
teaching. This study examined how technology skills, training, and use affect a preservice
teacher’s decision to use computer and digital technologies when student teaching.
Chapter I begins with the Review of Literature. The remainder of the chapter
includes Purpose of the Study, Justification, Research Questions, Limitations, and
Definition of Terms.
Review of Literature
The review of literature studied four areas related to preservice teachers’ use of
computers and digital technologies. The review of literature examined what technology
skills preservice teachers had when student teaching, how preservice teachers learned to
use computer and digital technologies, what technologies preservice teachers used when
student teaching, and what technologies preservice teachers did not use when student
teaching.
Skills
International and national research studies and research studies conducted at MSU
suggest that preservice teachers are not prepared to use and teach with technology when
student teaching. Although preservice teachers have better access to computers and
computer use has increased from year to year, preservice teachers still do not use
technology as a teaching and learning tool (Anderson, 2002). According to the National
2

Center for Education Statistics’ (NCES) (2000) study on teacher quality, many educators
and policy analysts consider educational technology a vehicle for transforming education.
Yet, almost 80% of the teachers responding to the NCES study said they felt unprepared
to use technology when teaching.
Critics and advocates of educational technology agree that new and veteran
teachers lack the skills needed to teach with technology. The lack of basic computer skills
by preservice teachers remains a problem for teacher education programs after many
years. National technology standards for grades K-12 students assume students will
graduate from high school with basic technology skills for college or the workplace
(International Society for Technology in Education, 2000). However, K-12 schools are
faced with too few technology proficient teachers, limited budgets, and time for their
teachers to learn technology skills (Jones, 2005). Technology is here to stay, and it is time
for educators at all levels and disciplines to learn to use technology as an educational
tool. Digital technologies are an integral part of our lives and essential for students,
teachers, and businesses in a global society (Cuban, 2001). Lynch (1999), Chief
Executive of the British Educational Communications and Technology Agency, also
expressed his concerns that too many teachers lack basic computer skills. Lynch noted
that new and veteran teachers misunderstand computer technologies, their use, or their
importance in today’s schools. Lynch cited government statistics that showed a rise in
technology use in their national curriculum, but too many educators and administrators
deemed technology as an unimportant need in their schools. Lynch added that poor
leadership trickles down to the classroom, teachers, and students and affects all involved
in the educational process.
3

As Wildstrom (2002) of Business Week Online pointed out, elementary and high
schools in the United States are practically technology- free zones and digital technologies
have had a net effect of zero in the classroom. He attributed this problem to teachers’
insufficient computer and information technology skills, and added that teachers are often
reluctant users of information technology because it is not part of their culture; therefore,
the technology goes unused. Cuban (2001) also shared Wildstrom’s view that technology
has achieved little in teaching, learning, or productivity in the last 20 years.
The concerns of Lynch (2001), Windstorm (2002), and Cuban (2001) regarding
the lack of technology use in schools remain well deserved. For example, a study
published by the National School Board Foundation (2002), “Are We There Yet?” rated
new teachers’ computer skills and knowledge needed to integrate the Internet into their
lessons. The participating school districts reported their new and veteran teachers as lowlevel users of technology who lacked the skills to use computers the Internet effectively
in the classroom.
In another study conducted at Arizona State University, Glazewski, Brush, Hengyu Ku, and Igoe (2002) found that preservice teachers often viewed themselves as
technology savvy. The ASU study found preservice teachers' technology skills average
when it came to basic skills such as emailing, Internet use, and creating word processing
documents. In addition, when preservice teachers needed to use advanced program
features or advanced Internet searchers, they lacked the skills or knowledge to do so.
Many educators and administrators find the lack of technology skills by new teachers
especially troub ling because today’s education graduates grew up in a digital world, but
inadequately demonstrate the use technology in the classroom or the workplace.
4

Just as students learn basic math or writing skills, K-12 students and preservice teachers
must learn basic computer skills before they can successfully use technology for learning
or teaching. Nevertheless, too many education programs still overlook how important
basic computer skills and knowledge are for their students (Glazewski et al. 2002).
How Learned
Preservice teachers frequently reported that they lacked opportunities to learn,
use, and integrate technology before student teaching. Compounding this problem was
the lack of time, tools, and technical support preservice teachers need before and during
their student teaching placements (Lockard & Abrams, 2001; Mayo, Kajs, & Tanguma,
2005; National Center for Educational Statistics, 2000; Pope et al. 2002). Although
today’s college students grew up in a digital world, they struggle to use technology as an
educational tool. Many studies found that most preservice teachers need the skills and
knowledge to use digital technologies effectively for teaching and learning. Tapscott
(2000) suggested that many of today’s K-20 students use computers and digital
technologies every day for schoolwork, communication, entertainment, and shopping.
This “Net Generation” of students is the first generation totally assimilated with digital
technologies. They absorb and integrate technology into their lives. Unlike their parents
and generations before them, they know life digital technologies and the Internet.
Nevertheless, many educators, administrators, and policy makers would agree that
today’s students are not technology proficient.
Tapscott’s (2000) analysis of this generation may be correct. However, their
knowledge and skills are limited to simple tasks such as email, Web surfing, instant
5

messaging, and word-processing. Cuban (2001) pointed out that preservice and veteran
teachers demonstrate infrequent use of technology in classroom instruction. Many
teachers’ technology skills are limited to communication, word processing, and Internet
searchers. Teachers continue to do the same tasks they have always done, but they use
computers rather than typewriters, regular mail service, and copy machines. He adds that
teachers do not use technology to embrace teaching and learning, which is disappointing
to many parents, administrators, and educators. Despite a generation assimilated with
digital technologies, despite the availability of technology, and despite opportunities to
learn computer technologies, many preservice teachers still lack the knowledge and skills
needed to teach with technology (Cuban, 2001; Lynch, 1999; Wildstrom, 2002).
Preservice teachers have several methods available to learn and use digital
technologies, computer classes, faculty modeling technology, hands-on on experiences,
and their student teaching field experience. However, a teacher candidate may graduate
without experiencing any of these methods. For example, many colleges of education
have eliminated their computer literacy course requirement. The students’ faculty may
not model technology when they teach. The student may miss the opportunity to practice
and use technology and learn from hands-on on applications. Finally, the student
teacher’s placement during his and her field experience many not provide opportunities to
use and teach with technology in an authentic classroom setting.
Preservice teachers’ lack of learning opportunities remains a major barrier in
many teacher education programs. Preservice teachers still need technology training,
opportunities to observe their faculty and cooperating teachers using technology when
teaching. For example, K-8 preservice teachers attending MSU may well graduate and
6

enter the teaching profession without taking a basic computer education course.
Unfortunately, for many preservice teachers, an educational technology course might be
the only opportunity to enhance their computer skills; and provide hands-on-on
experience and practice using technology in an educational setting. However, MSU, like
many other universities, reduced the number of hours required for a bachelor’s degree
and consequently dropped its computer literacy course requirements (MSU, 2006). Thus,
it is possible for preservice teachers to begin student teaching without demonstrating
basic computer skills, knowledge, or experience needed to use technology when teaching.
Too often, teacher education programs assume their students enter college with basic
computer skills learned during their K-12 education and thus meet computer literacy
standards for K-12 students (ISTE, 2000).
Although K-12 schools and teacher education programs seemingly place little
emphasis on computer skills and experiences, Bielefeldt (2001) found just the opposite.
Respondents in his study considered high school classes and experiences as the
foundation for their technology skills. Respondents also noted that undergraduate
computer classes provided them with the skills, knowledge, and experience to use
technology efficiently. Bielefeldt noted that the role of technology course work was not
to improve software application skills, but to build students’ technology skills from a
variety of sources such as hardware, software, and digital devices including integration
planning and best practices. Bielefeldt found that preservice teachers’ application skills
related directly to integration and practice, but integration itself could hinder technology
use because of the lack of skills. Although many students are self taught users of
computers and digital technologies, FitzGibbon, Johnston, Oldham, and Loxley (2004)
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found that students’ technology skills developed through informal use such as computer
games, Web surfing, or multimedia programs does not transform into skills appropriate
for teaching and learning.
Many of today’s preservice teachers grew up in a digital world and they believe
they have the skills necessary to use technology when teaching. However, many teacher
education faculty strongly disagree with their students’ perceptions of their computer
skills (Glazewski et al. 2002). Preservice teachers may be adept at emailing, instant
messaging, Web surfing, and word processing, but their professors characterize them as
low- level users of technology. For example, students can save their files but cannot
retrieve them later because they saved them to the wrong drive. Another example is email
use. Most preservice teachers have and use email, and email has become an important
communication tool. Yet, many preservice teachers cannot attach files to messages or use
advanced features of their email programs. These studies suggest insufficient computer
training in K-12 schools and teacher education programs that leave many student teachers
lacking the skills necessary to teach with technology.
Tapscott (2000) noted in his book, Growing Up Digital: The Rise of the Net
Generation, that many of today’s K-12 students utilize computers and digital
technologies for many different tasks. Students use digital media for entertainment,
learning, communicating, shopping, and managing their lives. This is the first generation
totally assimilated with digital technologies. Unlike generations before them, they
absorbed and integrated technology into their culture and only know life with computers,
digital accessories, and the World Wide Web. The computer and the Internet ha ve
become such an important element of the K-12 culture that a generation gap exists
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between students who have or do not have access to computers, digital devices, and the
Internet.
While Tapscott (2000) may be correct in his analysis of the Net-Generation, many
would argue the use of technology by this generation is limited to simple tasks such as
email, Web surfing, instant messaging, and word-processing. Cuban (2001) pointed out
that preservice and veteran teachers’ are infrequent users of technology for classroom
instruction. Many teachers’ technology skills limit their technology use to word
processors and Internet searchers. Teachers continue to do the same tasks they have
always done, but they now use computers instead of typewriters, telephones, regular mail
service, and mimeograph machines. Teachers use computers to communicate with
parents and administrators, create lectures and syllabi, record grades, and assign papers.
Yet, they do not use technology to enhance teaching and learning and that is a great
disappointment for many. Despite a generation assimilated with digital technologies,
despite the availability of technology, and despite opportunities to learn and use computer
technologies, many preservice teachers still lack the skills needed to use technology when
teaching (Cuban, 2001; Lynch, 2001; Wildstrom, 2002).
Self-taught.
Many preservice and classroom teachers learn to use computers and digital
technologies through their own initiative and practice (Wilson, Notar, & Yunker, 2003).
Because many preservice teachers do not get the training or hands-on experience they
need to use technology when teaching, they are often left to their own means and devices.
Today, with an abundance of access to computer technologies at home and school,
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preservice teachers can take charge of their own learning and improve their knowledge
and skills. Unfortunately, most new and veteran teachers’ only method of learning to use
and integrate technology into their classrooms is through the self- taught method of
initiative and practice.
The digital divide has narrowed significantly in the past 10 years and access to
computers is more prevalent. This generation of teachers’ exposure to technology often
began at home and continued through their K-12 school years. These self-taught learners
of technology learned to use computers from family and friends while playing games,
observing others, and through self-discovery. Although today’s preservice teachers may
have started using computers at a very young age, they still lack the knowledge and skills
needed to teach with techno logy. Numerous studies indicate that today's preservice
teachers often lacked the proper technology training needed for classroom instruction.
Turnbull and Lawrence (2002) found that 40% of the particip ants in their study reported
that they did not receive any form of educational technology training, 20% of the
participants reported that they did not receive any formal training but were self- taught,
and 25% of participants reported that they did receive some formal training.
Fortunately, many of today's preservice teachers learned to use computers at a
very young age, and their computer knowledge and skills were often self- taught. Also,
students and teachers recognized that computer use at home varied from computer use at
school. Today's students may be proficient using communication technologies such as
email, the Internet, and instant messaging programs. They are also keenly aware of the
differences between home and school computer activities.
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Although students and preservice teachers may gather valuable technology experience at
home, it may not support the technology needs they have at school. Faculty at ASU found
that students overrated their abilities to use computers and digital technologies. They
found that many students as low- level users of technology and lacked the in-depth
understanding of computers, programs, equipment, and their use in the classroom
(Glazewski et al. 2002). This is not to say that self- taught technology users are
technology inferior. Often, the combination of formal training, self instruction, and
hands-on-on practice benefits students and teachers the most.
Many students and teachers reported that they needed hands-on-on practice after
attending workshops or training sessions before they could utilize the digital technologies
in their classrooms (Davis & Eslinger, 2001). It is important to recognize these selftaught skills and knowledge that preservice teachers bring to their programs and develop
these skills to benefit teaching and learning. Often, the skills and knowledge learned from
one resource may help preservice teachers learn new and evolving technologies (Davis &
Eslinger, 2001; Fitzgibbon et al. 2004).
Computer Classes.
McKenzie (2001) noted that after 20 years and billions of dollars, computers and
digital technologies go unused in the typical American classroom. Too many school
districts are finding out that it is not enough to install expensive networks and place
laptops in students’ hands, because their teachers are ill prepared to use and integrate
these technologies into classroom activities. After two decades of providing software
classes to teachers, it is time to explore different approaches that address the principles of
11

adult learning while placing both curriculum and literacy ahead of software and
technology.
Preservice teachers know little about using and integrating technology when
teaching. Furthermore, teacher education programs and faculty struggle to prepare
preservice teachers to teach with technology. Many preservice teachers report that they
need to know more about hardware and educational software. They also want to utilize
technology and have the opportunity to use it in a classroom setting, including content
and course specific software (Ney, 2002).
In a study by Bielefeldt (2001), many teachers considered their high school
technology classes and training no nessential, but they rated their teachers’ technology
courses in their teacher education program as vital. Participants said their technology
classes improved their skills and confidence, but noted that the technology classes should
follow opportunities to practice and use the technology. Bielefeldt added that the role of
technology course work is not to boost student skills in software applications, but for
students to gain technology skills from a variety of sources within their program.
Mckinzie (2001) noted that education programs rely on training models that put
too much emphasis on learning software or specific skills. This type of training model
usually involves a series of skill lessons with little time to incorporate the skills into a
teaching model or method (NCES, 2000). Computer skills are often learned out of
context, seem remote for classroom use, and leave many teachers wondering about the
value as an educational tool.
Ney (2002) felt that technology applications courses offer little in the overall
effort to prepare preservice teachers to use technology. Too often, teacher education
12

programs require their students to complete a basic computer technology class. Computer
concept classes do not prepare preservice teachers to use computer technologies for
educational purposes. Ney added that modeling educational technologies throughout the
preservice teachers’ general and professional classes provides real classroom
demonstrations and experience. McKenzie (2001) noted that this type of training model
offers minimal teaching value for the preservice teacher. Typically, the model will use
generic examples for training and practice, leaving the students to wonder how they will
use and apply the technology in their classrooms.
Others believe there is value in a basic college computer course during the
preservice teacher’s education program. Benson et al. (2004) suggested placing the
computer technology course early in the preservice teacher’s education program. They
believed the course would allow preservice teachers opportunities to use the skills and
knowledge learned from the course throughout their program of study. Willis and Montes
(2002) believe that one technology course is not enough. They suggested adding a second
technology course for preservice teachers that would build on the skills and knowledge
learned in the first course. They stated that the second course could focus on integrating
the student’s skill and knowledge into teaching and best practices.
Although most states require preservice teachers to complete an educational
technology course, too often the course only teaches basic computer skills (Yildirim,
(2000). Milbrath and Kinzie (2000) suggested that preservice teachers receive training
with three short computer class sessions. The first session would provide instructional
technology basics. The second session would offer a choice of instructional technology
modules from which the student may choose. The third session would provide the student
13

modeling and integrating technology in the classroom and educational environment. For
example, the faculty could model or demonstrate using technology in the preservice
teacher’s methods course or during the preservice teacher’s student teaching field
experience. Consistent with this idea, Yildrim suggested that teacher education programs
offer several technology courses. Designing technology courses to meet the specific
needs, competenc ies, and disciplines in their teacher education programs, thereby, ending
the one course fit all training model.
Although changing the training model might help prepare preservice teachers to
use technology, learning styles must be part of the model. In the Beyerbach, Walsh, and
Vannatta (2001) study, participants liked opportunities with systematic guidance and
walkthrough sessions when learning new technologies. Participants commented that this
type of learning demonstrated how to use the technology and then an opportunity for
them to try it. The authors noted that a recurring response from the participants was that
they liked the walk through sessions before they started using the technology. They also
found that the participants’ initial anxiety decreased and most reported that the step-bystep instruction, collaboration, and opportunities to explore the technology benefited
them the most. Although different technology courses and methods seem successful, one
shoe does not fit all. Bielefeldt (2001) noted that infusing technology into teacher
preparation programs requires a comprehensive approach. He suggested a process that
balances facilities, faculty professional development, course work, and field experiences.

14

Modeled-Observed.
Most preservice teachers know little about using and integrating technology into
their teaching. Their teacher education programs insufficiently prepare them to use and
teach with technology. College of education faculty should be encouraged to use and
demonstrate teaching with technology in the classrooms (Benson et al. 2004). However,
college faculty, just like their students needed training and professional development to
stay current and to model the proper use of educational technology (Baslanti, 2006).
Preservice teachers reported that observing their professors model technology when
teaching or student teaching contributed to their use and understanding of technologies
place in the classroom (Benson et al. 2004; Grove, Strudler, & Odell, 2004). Beckett,
Marquez-Chisholm, and Wetzel (2003) noted that many teacher graduates lack the
confidence to use and integrate technology in their classrooms. One of the reasons the
graduates cited was the need to see their professors’ model and use technology when they
were teaching the m.
When Schaefer and Richardson (2004) surveyed preservice teachers, cooperating
teachers, and college of education faculty, the participants acknowledged that faculty and
cooperating teachers lacked sufficient knowledge and skills to use and model techno logy
for their students. Faculty who spent most of their classroom lecture time modeling
various types of technology benefited preservice teachers the most. Preservice teachers
reported that after observing their faculty model a particular technology skill or tool, it
helped them transfer the technology into the classroom. The authors found that when
faculty incorporated digital technologies into traditional classroom lectures and
instruction, their students were able to transfer and use these digital technology skills and
15

knowledge when they started teaching (Gunter, 2001). Furthermore, preservice teachers’
skills and confidence grew when faculty showed and encouraged their preservice teachers
to use projection systems, digital and audio systems, VCRs, educational software, and
these hands-on on experience to the preservice teachers’ classrooms when they began
teaching.
Benson et al. (2004) noted that the preservice teachers’ professors greatly
influence the students they teach. Classroom teachers often model their classroom and
instruction style from experiences and observations throughout their education program.
Therefore, it is important that professors model best practices that include expert
behavior and sound uses of technology (Vraseves, & McIsaac 2001). Teacher preparation
programs need to demonstrate effective use of technology in teaching and not simply
offer one course fits all in educational technology. It is important that college of
education professors receive the proper training in digital technologies and use these
skills in their daily teaching (Benson et al. 2004) Doing so may provide their students the
opportunities to see technology modeled and used appropriately in the classroom.
Studies conducted at MSU support the need for experienced faculty to model the
appropriate use of technology for their preservice teachers. Thomas (1999) concluded
that the preservice teachers in an elementary education program require specific
competencies for application and integration of technology. Thomas noted that student
teachers who integrated technology when teaching used a variety of technologies
appropriate for their teaching needs. Therefore, it is important that teacher education
programs provide course specific integration experiences and instructor modeled
technology activities. This type of integration experiences should include student
16

teaching placements with cooperating teachers who use and model technology in their
classrooms. Furthermore, Thomas suggested placing student teachers in schools that offer
technology integration opportunities and experiences.
Beno (2000) suggested that the elementary education program should meet
national and state standards for effective use of technology in education including
professional development opportunities that encourage using and modeling technology in
the classroom. Beno noted that giving faculty the resources to teach with technology,
model technology use, and hands-on on experiences will encourage preservice teachers to
use technology when they start teaching.
College of education faculty provide their students with more than subject and
course knowledge. They exemplify models for our future teachers and should show
current methods and practices including technology use in their classrooms in additio n to
subject and content knowledge. The faculty can accomplish this through professional
development and modeling appropriate technology use in their classrooms (Beno, 2000;
Benson et al. 2004; Thomas, 1999).
Field Experience.
The field experience component of a preservice teacher’s education program may
provide the best opportunity for new teachers to learn and use technology in realistic
classroom settings. During this phase of the preservice teacher's program, they can apply
their skills, knowledge, and use real classroom technologies. They can also observe and
practice with veteran teachers, work with technology support staff, and most importantly,
have technology modeled by experienced cooperating teachers (Bullock, 2002).
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These opportunities are critical for preservice teachers to become technology proficient
teachers, leaders, and mentors to teachers and students. The challenge for colleges of
education is placing their student teachers in technology rich schools and with competent
technology skilled cooperating teachers (Strudler, McKinney, & Jones, 1999).
The student teacher’s field experience may provide the student teacher the best
opportunity to apply the technology knowledge and skills learned through his or her
studies. Student teachers should be encouraged to use their technology skills immediately
when teaching. Otherwise, they may return to traditional lecturing and avoid using
technology when teaching (Willis & Montes, 2002). Too often, teachers teach the way
they were taught (Cuban, 2001), and their field experience placement might be the first
opportunity for the student teacher to use and teach with digital technologies.
The student teacher’s field experience placement also provides practical
experience using available technologies in real classroom settings. The placement
provides the student teacher the chance to apply and integrate technology while adapting
to changes as old and new technologies develop (Duha ney, 2001). Often, the
technologies available to students at college or at home are newer, updated, or different
from the technology found in their classrooms. For example, colleges are more apt to
provide the latest computers, operating systems, and software when compared with their
local public schools. Conversely, public schools might have older equipment, but the
latest administrative or grade specific software such as reading, writing, and math
programs not usually found in college or the home. Teachers’ success using technology
depends on their ability to adapt and use the technology that is available to them while
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making wise instructional decisions regarding computer technologies and teaching
(Geisert & Futrell, 2000).
Another important phase of the preservice teachers’ student teaching experience is
the opportunity to work with information technology (IT) support departments. Teacher
technology support varies among school districts and can range from hardware and
software support, professional development opportunities, and one-on-one teacher
support. Without IT support, veteran and new teachers may be overwhelmed trying to
navigate through their school districts technology policies and procedures (ISTE, 2000).
Technology support policies vary depending on the size and needs of individual
school districts. Teachers in schools with a technology coordinator seem to use and
embrace technology. In a report by National Center for Educational Statistics (2000),
“Teachers' Tools for the 21st Century: A Report on Teachers' Use of Technology,”
participants reported that they believed they had administrative support when a
technology coordinator was available to assist teachers technology use and teaching.
Furthermore, 12% of teachers in schools with a technology coordinator cited the lack of
technical support as a barrier compared to 39% of teachers in schools without a
technology coordinator. ISTE and the National Educational Technology Standards
(NETS) guidelines recommends that technical assistance for maintaining and using
technology be onsite to ensure reliability of technology resources (ISTE, 2000).
However, the lack of funds and staff continue to be a barrier for school districts. Sherry
and Gibson (2002) noted that school districts spending for training and professional
development still lag behind spending for hardware and equipment. It would seem that
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money spent on tangibles such as hardware and software is greater than that spent on
training and professional development.
Cooperating teachers’ modeling technology for their student teachers may provide
one of the best educational technology learning experiences for student teachers.
The student teaching field experience is the most critical level of engagement for
preservice teachers. Although student teachers need to learn and practice teaching with
technology learned through their course work, they are more apt to embrace, use, and
incorporate technology into their instructional planning after working with cooperating
teachers who teach with technology (Thomas, Larson, Clift, & Levin 1996).
Often, student teachers follow the teaching styles and methods of their
cooperating teachers. They may do so to appease or for acceptance in the classroom or
school. However, when preparing technology proficient teachers, this may not be the best
experience for the student teacher. The technology skills and teaching methods of the
cooperating teacher may be or may not be influential to motivate student teachers to use
technology in the classroom. If student teachers are not empowered to implement and use
their technology skills in the classroom, they may abandon technology and return to
traditional classroom practices (Willis, & Montes, 2002). Therefore, placing student
teachers with cooperating teachers who teach in technology rich classrooms may produce
teacher candidates who are better prepared and technology leaders in their schools
(Pollard, Johnson, & Whitehead, 2001).
Studies conducted at MSU also supported the findings concerns student teachers
learning to use technology during their field experience placement. The studies focused
on placing student teachers with cooperating teachers who used and integrated
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technology into their teaching. Motamedi (2000) suggested that student teachers were
inclined to use technology when placed in classrooms where the cooperating teacher used
technology. He also noted that placing student teachers with technology proficient
cooperating teachers enhanced technology use when compared to course wo rk alone.
Thomas (1999) suggested that elementary education programs need specific competences
for the application and integration of technology in the P-8 classroom. Thomas
recommended monitoring placement schools so that student teachers could receive
technology based on opportunities and that placement schools provide technology
integration experiences and opportunities.
The development of teaching programs that provide preservice teachers the
opportunity to practice teaching with technology on a regular basis is critical to the
student teachers’ success. This includes field placements with cooperating teachers who
use of technology as an integral part of their teaching, mentor these practices, and expect
their student teachers to do the same. Placing preservice teachers with cooperating
teachers, who are technology proficient, integrate technology into their lessons, use
technology as a productivity tool, and stay current with new technologies and practices
may be the best method when preparing technology proficient teachers (Bullock, 2002;
Johnson, 1996; Pollard et al. 2001).
Technologies Used When Student Teaching
Educause Center for Applied Research (2004) conducted a study of college
students to determine how much time they spent each week using a computer, the
applications they used, and why they used the computer. The top five reasons students
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used computers were: school or classroom activities, word processing, surfing the
Internet for pleasure, e- mailing, and instant messaging family and friends. Although
college students and preservice teachers may be proficient with these technologies, their
use may not benefit or be appropriate for teaching and learning.
A study by Brent, Brawner, and Van Dyk (2002) examined the computer
technologies student teachers used when teaching. When the student teachers were asked
what types of technology they used when preparing their lessons or teaching materials,
the predominant responses were word processors, the Internet, and grade management
programs. A few participants said they used presentation software and classroom Web
pages when preparing their lessons. When the student teachers were asked what types of
technology they used in their classes, 94% reported that they required their students to
use the Internet for research, 65% required their students to use word processors, and
32% required their students to use e- mail programs. The authors noted that presentation
software usage varied depending on the grade level and course subject with social studies
classes using the presentation software more frequently than math and science classes.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to investigate the status of MSU’s K-8 preservice
teachers’ use of digital technologies when student teaching. This study follows previous
studies conducted at MSU. Previous studies showed that many preservice teachers lacked
the skills to use technology effectively while teaching (Motamedi, 2000). Past studies
also suggested that the required computer literacy course inadequately prepared
preservice teachers to use technology when teaching (Pope, 2001; Pope et al. 2002;
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Thomas, 1999) and that preservice teachers did not use technology when teaching (Beno,
2000; Blount, 1997; Motamedi, 2000; Pope, 2001; Thomas, 1999). Factors such as time,
training, resources, and support have been identified as barriers to teaching with
technology by preservice teachers and should be investigated further.
Future teacher education programs at Mississippi’s universities will require a
minimum of six hours of technology integration courses that incorporate Mississippi's
Teacher Technology Standards. (Mississippi Department of Education Technology Plan,
2003). The U. S. Department of Education’s No Child Left Behind Act [NCLB] (2004)
placed additional requirements on teachers. The NCLB Act requires that all teachers meet
criteria to be “highly qualified”, including the use of technology for teaching and
administrative tasks. This includes using hardware and software to improve teaching and
learning in the classroom and core subjects. Meeting the expectations of students and
parents with teachers who possess knowledge and skills in the core academic areas, and
knowledge and skills to use digital technologies to teach and enhance learning in the
classroom is paramount to successful teaching and learning in the twenty-first century
(Lockard & Abrams, 2001).
Justificatio n
This study is important because it examined several issues concerning the status
of K-8 preservice teachers’ use of digital technologies when student teaching. Prior
research of K-8 preservice teachers at MSU suggested that further research was needed
concerning preservice teachers’ use of technologies when student teaching.
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Previous studies at MSU illustrated that many preservice teachers lacked the skills to use
technology effectively while teaching (Motamedi, 2000). Also, the required computer
literacy class provides inadequate training for students to use technology when teaching
(Pope, 2001; Pope et al. 2002; Thomas, 1999). Past research reported that student
teachers do not use technology when teaching (Beno, 2000; Blount, 1997; Motamedi,
2000, Pope, 2001; Thomas, 1999). Additional studies are needed concerning the factors
affecting the use of technology by preservice teachers when student teaching (Lockard &
Abrams, 2001; Motamedi, 2000; Pope et al. 2002). Factors such as time, training,
resources, and support have been identified as elements affecting whether student
teachers use technology when teaching. Computer skill levels, learning opportunities,
technologies used, and technologies not used directly influence preservice teachers and
MSU’s K-8 teacher education programs (Beno, 2000; Blount, 1997; Motamedi, 2000,
Pope, 2001; Thomas, 1999). For example, the National Council for Accreditation of
Teacher Education (NCATE) in collaboration with the ISTE (2000) recommended that
all new teachers acquire basic computer skills and knowledge to integrate technology in
the classroom. Meeting the standards set by NCATE for teacher preparation programs is
necessary to keep teacher education programs and accreditation current. The current
technology requirement at MSU for K-8 teacher certification is one computer literacy
course (three semester hours) (MSU, 2003). This requirement may or may not address
education issues and digital technology use in the classroom.
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Research Questions
Four research questions were developed for this study. They are:
Research Question 1: What digital technology skills do preservice teachers report
having when student teaching?
Research Question 2: How did preservice teachers learn to use computers and
digital technologies before their field experiences or student teaching?
Research Question 3: What digital technologies did preservice teachers use when
student teaching?
Research Question 4: What digital technologies did preservice teachers not use
when student teaching?
Limitations
The results from this study are limited to data obtained from K-8 preservice
teachers attending MSU during the fall semester of 2003.
Participation in the study was voluntary and those who did not participate may
differ significantly in their responses.
The results of the study are limited to MSU and cannot be generalized to other
populations beyond MSU.
The study limited technology use to digital technology equipment such as
computers, scanners, digital cameras, printers including software applications suited for
education and telecommunications available at the time with the understanding that
technology is today’s schools is dynamic and evolving.
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Definitions
Definitions provided for clarification of terms used in the study.
Computer literacy: Knowledge, understanding, and uses of computers and their
place in society
International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE) An organization that
provides educators and administrators support with educational technology issues and
collaborates with NCATE concerning development in implementation of technology
standards.
National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE): The
accrediting agency for teacher education and recognized by federal and state departments
of education.
Preservice teachers (student teachers): Education students teaching under the
guidance and leadership of a supervising teacher
Student teachers: See preservice teachers
Technology integration: Using technology to enhance learning across the
curriculum
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CHAPTER II
METHODS AND PROCEDURES
This study investigated Mississippi State University’s K-8 student teachers’ use of
computer/digital technologies when student teaching. The elementary education majors
who participated were completing the student teaching requirement for their bachelor’s
degree in K-8 elementary education. This study focused on four components or areas that
influence student teachers’ use of technology when teaching. The four areas were skills,
learning opportunities, technologies used when teaching, and technologies not used when
teaching. This chapter includes the following sections: research design, participants,
instrument, validity and reliability, procedures, and data analysis.
Research Design
This descriptive study used a survey to investigate Mississippi State University’s
K-8 preservice teachers’ use of computer/digital technologies. Although surveys do not
probe deeply into participants’ opinions and cannot be modified once distributed to the
participants, surveys can and do provide important and current data about the population
under investigation. Descriptive studies often use surveys to collect data about a
population by gathering information about attitudes, characteristics, demographic
information, and opinions (Gall, Borg, & Gall, 1996). The final decision to use a survey
for this study hinged on the need to understand the characteristics, experiences, beliefs,
and opinions of student teachers’ technology use when student teaching.
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Participants
The participants for this study were 66 K-8 preservice student teachers at
Mississippi State University. The student teachers were completing their student teaching
requirements for a K-8 elementary education degree during the fall semester of 2003.
Typically, student teachers complete their student teaching requirements during the last
semester of their undergraduate program. Once the preservice teachers meet all other
program requirements, they would graduate with a Bachelor of Science Degree from
Mississippi State University. The graduates may then apply for teacher certification in the
State of Mississippi. Of the 66 student teachers, 57 returned their survey. Five surveys
were discarded because they were incomplete and did not provide data beyond the
demographic and student placement sections, leaving 52 usable surveys. Forty-nine
(94%) female students and three (6%) male students returned completed surveys. Most of
the participants were under the age of 25 (90.4%).
Instrument
The survey used in this study was adapted from two surveys created by
Johnson (1998) which examined classroom teachers’ technology skills. The original
surveys were titled CODE 77 Self-Evaluation Rubrics for Basic Teacher Computer Use
and CODE 77 Self-Evaluation Rubrics for Advanced Teacher Computer Use. The
surveys were retrieved from the U S Department of Education’s Web site. Johnson and
the U. S. Department of Education granted permission to print and use the surveys. With
input from the researcher’s dissertation committee, the survey adapted for this study
included the following four sections (see Appendix A). The first section provided contact
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information about the researcher and the Regulatory Compliance Office. This section also
informed the students that the survey was not a test nor was there a grade associated with
their participation. The students were also informed that participation in the survey was
voluntary and did not require personal identification or information. The second asked
about the participant’s demographic information including gender, age, college
information, and computer/digital technology learning opportunities. The third section
requested information about the participants school placements, grade levels taught,
subject areas taught, and information about technology in their schools ; and provided the
student teachers detailed instructions and the technology questionnaire. The fourth
section was the technology skills survey.
The technology skills survey included five sections addressing each of the 20
technology skills item by item. The five sections were: student teacher’s skill level for
each technology item; where/how the student teacher acquired the skill to use each
technology item; did the student teacher have the skill to use the technology when
teaching; if the student teacher did not use the technology item when teaching, why not;
and a separate section was provided for written comments.
The first section addressed the students’ technology skill level for each of the 20
computer/digital technology skills. The student teachers had four levels to choose from
that best matched their technology skill level. The questionnaire used the following
descriptors to explain each technology skill level:
Level 1, little or no experience using the technology
Level 2, some experience, but required help when encountering a problem
Level 3, moderate experience using the technology item but able to work through
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most problems
Level 4, competent or experienced using the technology item and have the ability
to show others how to use the technology
The second section asked the student teachers the following question. Where/how,
did you learn to use this item? The four available choices were computer class(es),
modeling/observations, field experiences, and self- taught. The questionnaire directed the
student teachers to check all the learning opportunities they had for each technology item.
The third section asked the student teachers to respond to the following question with a
yes or no. Did you use this item when student teaching?” During Placement 1 ___, and/or
During placement 2 ___. The fourth section for each digital technology item was, “If you
did not use this item when student teaching, why not? The available responses were the
lack of time, lack of training, lack of resources, lack of support, or the technology was not
relevant or applicable to my placement. The fifth and final section provided student
teachers space to add written comments.
Validity and Reliability
Gay (1996) noted that content validity is the degree to which a test measures an
intended content area. For this study, the instrument was reviewed by the researcher’s
dissertation committee for content validity, and with recommendations from the
committee, changes were made to reflect that the instrument measured what it was
intended to measure.
Gay (1996) described reliability as the degree to which a test consistently
measures whatever it measures. The reliability of Johnson's original surveys adapted for
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this study come from repeated use since 1998 and the sur veys are recognized for
consistently measuring teachers’ self- reported technology skills. Sections of the original
survey were used in previous studies at MSU and determined applicable for this study.
The resulting survey obtained pertinent information about the attitudes, opinions, and
characteristics of preservice teachers’ use of technology when teaching.
Procedures
University policy requires that all research involving human subjects receive
authorization from the University's Institutional Review Board for the Protection of
Human Subjects in Research (IRB). Documentation was submitted to and approval
granted for this study from Mississippi State University’s Institutional Review Board for
the Protection of Human Subjects in Research (see Appendix B).
The final meeting between the student teachers and Clinical Experience faculty
took place on “Wrap-up-Day.” Wrap-up-Day is a fast paced day of meetings to make
sure student teachers have met all their program requirements, completed all the
necessary paper work, including teacher certification information and provide
employment information for the graduating teachers. Permission was granted to
administer the technology survey on Wrap-up-Day at 9:00 a.m., December 12, 2003. The
meeting took place in the College of Veterinary Medicine (CVM) auditorium in the Wise
Building, on the campus of Mississippi State University.
On the morning of Wrap- up-Day, the Clinical Experience staff met the student
teachers outside the CVM auditorium as they arrived for the meeting. At this time, the
students registered and received a schedule of activities including an information packet
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before entering the auditorium. The researcher greeted the students as they entered the
auditorium, and asked the students to participate in the study and complete the survey.
The researcher advised the students that participation in the study was voluntary. A
Consent Form outlined the purpose of the study; the study did not affect their grades, that
the survey would take approximately 15 minutes to complete, and collected before the
start of the meeting. The Wrap- up Meeting began at 9:30 a.m.; the researcher collected
outstanding surveys and thanked the participants for their cooperation. Sixty-three K-8
student teachers attended the final meeting with 57 student teachers returning surveys at
the end of the allotted time.
Data Analysis
Of the 57 computer/digital technology surveys, 5 surveys lacked sufficient
information and were discarded. The five discarded surveys offered little information
beyond the demographic and student teaching placement sections. Data from the
remaining 52 surveys were entered into the Statistical Package for Social Sciences
(SPSS) software program for data management. The results from SPSS analysis were
entered into tables for further analysis. Finally, the data from the demographic and
student placement sections were organized and entered into tables for analysis.
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Research Question 1: What computer/digital technology skill levels did student
teachers have when student teaching? The student teachers marked their skill level (1-4)
with Level 1 the lowest skill level, through Level 4 the highest skill level. Data analysis
consisted of frequencies, percentages, total responses, and means.
Research Question 2: Where did you learn to use this item? The available
responses included Computer class (es), Modeling/Observations, Field experience, and
Self- taught. Data analysis consisted of frequencies, percentages, total responses, and
means.
Research Question 3: Did you use this item when student teaching? Yes or No. If
yes, During placement 1 – During placement 2. Data analysis consisted of frequencies,
percentages, total responses, and means.
Research Question 4: If you did not use this item when student teaching, why not?
The available responses included Lack of Time, Lack of Training, Lack of Resources,
Lack of Support, the Technology was not relevant or applicable to my placement, and
Other. Data analysis consisted of frequencies, percentages, total responses, and means.
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CHAPTER III
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
This study investigated Mississippi State University’s K-8 preservice teachers’
use of computer/digital technologies when student teaching during the fall semester of
2003. The results reported in this chapter include three sections. The first section is the
demographic information, the second section reports the findings addressing the four
research questions, and the third section provides a discussion of the findings. All data in
table formats can be found in Appendix C.
Demographics
This section reviewed the following data: age, gender, transferred hours,
technology training, and student teaching placements. Participants in this study were K –
8 elementary education student teachers completing their student teaching requirements
as part of their K-8 elementary education program of study at Mississippi State
University. Fifty-two of the 66 student teachers completed and returned usable surveys.
The participants included 49 (94.2%) female students and 3 (5.8%) male students (see
Table 3.1).
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The ratio of female and male students was 49 (94%) female students and 3 (6%)
male students.

Table 3.1 Gender of Participants
Gender
Response

f

(%)

Female

49 (94.2%)

Male

3 (5.8%)

Total

52 (100%)

The vast majority of students were 20-25 years old 47 (90.4%), with 4 (7%)
students 26 years of age or older (see Table 3.2).
Table 3.2 Age of Participants
Age

f

(%)

20-22

27 (51.9%)

23-25

20 (38.5%)

26-30

1 (1.9%)

31-over

3 (5.8%)

No Response

1 (1.9%)

Of the 52 student teachers responding to the survey, 40 (78.6%) reported taking
and transferring courses for credit from a junior college or other four- year college to
Mississippi State University. Twenty students (38.5%) reported taking a computer
literacy course at a junior college and three students (5.8%) at a four-year college.
The students used the transferred course to satisfy their computer literacy course
requirement in their elementary education program at (see Table 3.3).
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Table 3.3 Did you transfer credit hours from a junior or four- year
college to MSU, and if so the type of institution?
Hours transferred
Responses
Yes
No
Total
The number of hours transferred.
1-10 hours trans ferred
11-20 hours transferred
21-30 hours transferred
31-40 hours transferred
41-50 hours transferred
51-60 hours transferred
61-70 hours transferred
71-80 hours transferred
Not sure the number transferred
Total
Institution where computer literacy course taken
Mississippi State
Junior College
Other 4 year college
Total
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f
(%)
40 (78.6%)
12 (21.4%)
52 (100%)
5 (9.6%)
1 (1.9%)
1 (1.9%)
0 (0.0%)
0 (0.0%)
2 (3.8%)
10 (19.2%)
1 (1.9%)
20 (38.7%)
40 (100%)
29 (55.7%)
20 (38.5%)
3 (5.8%)
52 (100%)

Only 13 of the 52 student teachers (25%) reported taking additional technology
courses at MSU or in junior college beyond the required computer literacy course (see
Table 3.4).
Table 3.4 Did you take additional computer technology courses?
Response

f

(%)

Yes

13 (25.0%)

No

39 (75.0 % )

Total

52 (100%)

Location
at Mississippi State

11 (84.6%)

at Junior College

2 (15.4%)

at other 4 year college

0 (0.0%)

Total

13 (100%)

Courses Taken
Presentation

1 (7.7%)

Programming

2 (15.4%)

Computer literacy

1 (7.7%)

Other

9 (69.2%)

Total

13 (100%)
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The student teachers were asked if they participated in additional computer/digital
technology training workshops and 41 student teachers (79%) responded no. Of the yes
responses, almost 46% attended presentation workshops such as Power Point and 54%
attended other technology workshops (see Table 3.5).
Table 3.5 Did you participate in additional computer/digital technology
workshops?
Response

f

(%)

Yes

11 (21.2%)

No

41 (78.8%)

Total

52 (100%)

If yes, what type of workshop?
Presentation

5 (45.6%)

Word Processing

0 (0.0%)

Spreadsheets

0 (0.0%)

Internet

0 (0.0%)

Other

6 (54.4%)

Total

11 (100%)
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The majority of preservice teachers (92%) reported that they owned their own
computer (see Table 3.6).
Table 3.6 Do you own a computer?
Response

f

(%)

Yes

48 (92.3%)

No

4 (7.7%)

Total

52 (100%)

Twenty-nine (55.8%) of the preservice teachers reported that they had
opportunities to use computers and digital technologies as part of their instruction during
their methods classes. However, 30 (57.7%) of the students reported that they lacked the
opportunity to practice and use computers and digital technologies in a real classroom
setting prior to student teaching. Also, 34 (65.4%) responded they did have opportunities
to observe computer/digital technology use in a classroom setting before student teaching
(see Table 3.7).
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Table 3.7 Did you have an opportunity to use digital technologies in your
methods classes, in a classroom settin g, or observe technology
in a classroom setting?
Used in Methods classes
Response

f

(%)

Yes

29 (55.8%)

No

23 (44.2%)

Total

52 (100%)

Used in the classroom setting
Yes

22 (42.3%)

No

30 (57.7%)

Total

52 (100%)

Observe in classroom setting
Yes

34 (65.4%)

No

18 (34.6%)

Total

52 (100%)

The student teachers completing their student teaching requirements for
elementary education certification took part in two teaching placements during the Fall
2003 semester. Typically, the student teachers teach in a K – 3 classrooms in one
placement and teach in a 4 – 8 grade level in the other placement. Student Teaching
placements will vary depending on availability of schools, teachers, and schedules.
The table shows the grade levels taught and placements during the fall semester of
2003 (see Table 3.8).
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Table 3.8 Student teachers= classroom/grade placements
f (%)

f (%)

Kindergarten

4 (7.7%)

8 (15.4%)

Grade 1

5 (9.6%)

8 (15.4%)

Grade 2
Grade 3

10 (19.2%)
10 (19.2%)

5 (9.6%)
1 (1.9%)

Grade 4

10 (19.2%)

10 (19.2%)

Grade 5

7 (13.5%)

6 (11.5%)

Grade 6

6 (11.5%)

10 (19.2%)

Grade 7
Grade 8

0 (0.0%)
0 (0.0%)

4 (7.7%)
0 (0.0%)

52 (100%)

52 (100%)

Total

Responses to the question concerning the subject areas taught found that 41
(78.8%) of the student teachers reported teaching all subject areas during their first
placement, while 34 (65.4%) reported teaching all subjects during their second
placement. The remaining teaching placements included math, language arts, social
studies, and science (see Table 3.9).
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Table 3.9 What Subjects Did You Teach?
Subjects taught
ElemEd - all subjects

First Placement
f (%)

Second P lacement
f (%)

41 (78.8%)

34 (65.4%)

Mathematics

3 (5.8%)

5 (9.6%)

Language Arts

4 (7.7%)

4 (7.7%)

Social Studies

2 (3. 8 % )

4 (7.7%)

Science

1 (1.9%)

5 (9.6%)

Other

1 (1.9%)

0 (0.0%)

Total

52 (100%)

52 (100%)

All student teachers but one (98%) reported they had access to a computer in their
classrooms when student teaching (see Table 3.10). On the other hand, over 80% of the
student teachers reported that their students did not have access to computers for
classroom work (see Table 3.11).
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Table 3.10 Did you have access to a computer in your classroom?
Teacher access

First Placement

Second Placement

f (%)

f (%)

Yes

51 (98.1%)

51 (98.1%)

No

1 (1.9%)

1 (1.9%)

Total

52 (100%)

52 (100%

Table 3.11 Did your students have access to computers in your
classroom?
Student access

First Placement

Second Placement

Yes
No

f (%)
3 (5.8%)
49 (94.2%)

f (%)
10 (19.2%)
42 (80.8%)

Total

52 (100%)

52 (100%)

The student teachers reported that over half (56%) of their supervising teachers
did not use technology when teaching (see Table 3.12).
Table 3.12 Did your supervising teacher use technology when
teaching?
Supervising teacher

First Placement

Second Placement

Yes
No

f (%)
23 (44.2%)
29 (55.8%)

f (%)
24 (46.2%)
28 (53.8%)

Total

52 (100%)

52 (100%)
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Over 60% of the supervising teachers did not encourage the student teachers to
use technology when they were teaching (see Table 3.13).

Table 3.13 Did your supervising teacher encourage you to use
technology?
Encourage use

Yes
No

First Placement
f (%)
14 (26.9%)
38 (73.1%)

Second Place ment
f (%)
20 (38.5%)
32 (61.5%)

Total

52 (100%)

52 (100%)

Research Questions
Research Question 1: What digital technology skills do preservice teacher’s report
having when student teaching?
The following two tables summarized the student teachers’ computer/digital
technology skills responses. The questionnaire requested the student teachers to rate
themselves, using a four level scale with level one the lowest level, and level four the
highest level. The questionnaire defined the four levels as:
Level 1- no experience using the technology item
Level 2 - some experience using the technology item and would require help
when encountering a problem
Level 3 - capable of using the technology item and can work through problems
Level 4 - competent using the technology and capable of showing others how to
use the technology
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The technology questionnaire had 20 technology items, and the student teachers
could choose their perceived skill level. Fifty-two surveys were completed and used in
this study. The survey had 1,040 possible responses; however, 89 (8.6%) responses of the
1,040 possible responses did not receive a response from the student teachers. Sixty- five
(73%) of the 89 no response items concerned Technology Items 12-20 that addressed the
Internet and web based tools and technologies. Time restrictions and distractions may
have played a role in the incomplete surveys.
Table 3.14 summarized the student teachers’ technology skill levels item by item.
Notably, six items had a mean score above 3.0 indicating above average or high skill
levels for the six items. The items were Emailing, Internet Search Tools, Word
Processing, Network Internet Use, Basic Computer Use, and the World Wide Web and
had an average mean score of 3.18. Conversely, five items had a mean score below 2.0 or
below average and low skill levels for the five items. The items were
Newsgroups/Listservs, Web Page Construction, Database Use, Hypermedia/P resentation,
and Real-time Technologies, and they had an average mean score of 1.79. The Skill
Level that received the most responses was Level 3 (capable), and the skill level that
received the least responses was Level 4 (competent).
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Table 3.14 S ummary of computer / digital technology skill levels
Item #

Technology Item

No Resp*

Level 1

Level 2

Level 3

Level 4

Total

~Mean

f(%)

f(%)

f(%)

f(%)

f(%)

f(%)

(%)

1

Basic computer
use

1
(1.9%)

1
(1.9%)

14
(26.9%)

17
(32.7%)

19
(36.5%)

52
(100%)

3.06

2

File management
use

1
(1.9%)

1
(1.9%)

10
(19.2%)

36
(69.2%)

4
(7.7%)

52
(100%)

2.84

3

Word Processing
use

1
(1.9%)

1
(1.9%)

2
(3.8%)

36
(69.2%)

12
(23.1%)

52
(100%)

3.16

4

Spreadsheet
use

1
(1.9%)

10
(19.2%)

25
(48.1%)

14
(26.9%)

2
(3.8%)

52
(100%)

2.16

5

Database
use

2
(3.8%)

21
(40.4%)

19
(36.5%)

9
(17.3%)

1
(1.9%)

52
(100%)

1.80

6

Graphic images
use

2
(3.8%)

8
(15.4%)

15
(28.8%)

18
(34.6%)

9
(17.3%)

52
(100%)

2.56

7

HypermediaPresentation

2
(3.8%)

26
(50.0%)

9
(17.3%)

12
(23.1%)

3
(5.8%)

52
(100%)

1.84

8

Network Internet
use

4
(7.7%)

2
(3.8%)

6
(11.5%)

26
(50.0%)

14
(26.9%)

52
(100%)

3.08

9

Student assessment
software

4
(7.7%)

8
(15.4%)

21
(42.3%)

14
(26.9%)

5
(9.6%)

52
(100%)

2.54

Instructional software

3
(5.8%)

15
(28.8%)

16
(30.8%)

15
(28.8%)

3
(5.8%)

52
(100%)

2.12

11

Modification of
delivery

3
(5.8%)

4
(7.7%)

11
(21.2%)

23
(44.2%)

11
(21.2%)

52
(100%)

2.84

12

Internet basics and
history

6
(11.5%)

4
(7.7%)

7
(13.5%)

23
(44.2%)

12
(23.1%)

52
(100%)

2.94

13

E m ail and mailing
lists

7
(13.5%)

0
(0.0%)

3
(5.8%)

22
(42.3%)

20
(38.5%)

52
(100%)

3.38

14

World Wide
Web

7
(13.5%)

1
(1.9%)

5
(9.6%)

29
(55.8%)

10
(19.2%)

52
(100%)

3.07

15

Internet search
tools

7
(13.5%)

0
(0.0%)

0
(0.0%)

30
(57.7%)

15
(28.8%)

52
(100%)

3.33

16

Newsgroups
Listservs

7
(13.5%)

22
(42.3%)

16
(30.8%)

6
(11.5%)

1
(1.9%)

52
(100%)

1.69

17

Obtainingdecompressing

7
(13.5%)

16
(30.8%)

7
(13.5%)

17
(32.7%)

5
(9.6%)

52
(100%)

2.24

18

Real-time
technologies

8
(15.4%)

16
(30.8%)

18
(34.6%)

8
(15.4%)

2
(3.8%)

52
(100%)

1.91

19

Webpage construction

8
(15.4%)

22
(42.3%)

13
(25.0%)

8
(15.4%)

1
(1.9%)

52
(100%)

1.73

20

Netiquette, ethics and
issues

8
(15.4%)

9
(17.3%)

15
(28.8%)

10
(19.2%)

10
(19.2%)

52
(100%)

2.48

89
(8.6%)

187
(18.0%)

232
(22.3%)

373
(35.8%)

159
(15.3%)

1040
(100.0%)

2.54

10

Total responses for
Technology It ems

* Number and percent of No responses
~ Total response mean of each item
+ Level 1 = lowest - Level 4 = highest
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Table 3.15 is a summarization of Table 3.14 indicating the student teachers’ skill
levels as low or high. This summarization table represents the student teachers skill
levels. A Level 1 and 2 represented a low skill level, and Level 3 and 4 represented a high
skill level. A low skill level would suggest the student teacher had little or no experience
using the technology item and would require help when encountering a problem. A high
skill level would suggest the student teacher is capable of using the technology item and
can work through problems, or the student teacher is competent using the technology and
capable of showing others how to use the technology.
In response to Research Question 1: What digital technology skills do preservice
teacher's report having when student teaching.
The student teachers indicated they had the skills to use eight of the technology
items on the survey. However, their responses also indicated they had little or no
experience using the remaining 12 items. For example, over 94% of the student teachers
said, they were capable or competent using word processing software, but most of the
student teachers said they had little or no experience using database, graphics,
presentation, and spreadsheet software. Similar results were found with networks and
Internet use. The student teachers said they were capable or competent users of email
programs, web surfing, and Internet searches. But they reported they had little or no
experience using advance features or accompanying Internet tools. The findings suggest
the student teachers in this study are selective users of technology and often limit their
use to basic tools and seldom use advance features for teaching and learning.
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Table 3.15 Summary of student teachers’ skill levels – High/Low for each
technology item
Item

T echnology Item

Responses

Low skills

High skills

% Low

% High

f

f

f

(%)

(%)

1

Basic computer
use

51

15

36

29.4%

70.6%

2

File management use

51

11

40

21.6%

78.4%

3

Word Processing
use

51

3

48

5.9%

94.1%

4

Spreadsheet
use

51

35

16

68.6%

31.4%

5

Database
use

50

40

10

80.0%

20.0%

6

Graphic images
use

50

23

27

47.1%

52.9%

50

35

15

70.0%

30.0%

48

8

40

16.7%

83.3%

10

Hypermedia –
Presentation
Network Internet
use
Student assessment
software
Instructio nal software

11

Modification of delivery

12

Internet basics and
history
Email and mailing
lists
World Wide
Web

7
8
9

13
14

48

29

19

60.4%

39.6%

49

31

18

63.3%

36.7%

49
46

15
11

34
35

30.6%
23.9%

69.4%
76.1%

45

3

42

6.7%

93.3%

45

6

39

13.3%

86.7%

15

Internet search
tools

45

0

45

0.0%

100%

16

Newsgroups
Listservs

45

38

7

86.4%

13.6%

17

Obtaining- decompressing
files
Real-time
technologies
Webpage
construction
Netiquette, ethics and
issues

45

23

22

48.9%

51.1%

44

34

10

77.3%

12.7%

44

35

9

79.5%

20.5%

44

24

20

54.5%

45.5%

951
100%

419
44.1%

532
55.9%

18
19
20

Total responses for Levels
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Research Question 2: How did preservice teachers learn to use computers and
digital technologies before their field experiences or student teaching?
Table 3.16 summarized how student teachers learned to use each the technology
item. The students had four options to choose from and they were self-taught, computer
classes, modeled, and student teaching placements. The student s could choose one or
more learning opportunity that applied to them. Of the 1,114 responses submitted by the
student teachers, the Self- taught method received the most responses with 414 (37.2%),
followed by the Computer Class option with 383 (34.4%) responses. Self- Taught and
Computer Classes received the overwhelming majority of responses with 797 (71.6%).
Faculty modeled/student observed technology use received 191 (17.1%) responses and
Student Teaching Placements received 126 responses or (11.3%).
The student teachers said the top four technologies they learned using the selftaught method were the Internet (69.2%), File Management (63.5%), Basic Computer
Operations, and Word Processing (61.5%). The top four technologies learned from taking
computer classes were Spreadsheets (67.3%), Basic Computer Operations (57.7%), Word
Processing (53.8%), and File Management (46.2%). The student teachers noted that when
faculty modeled technology for them the top four items they learned were Basic
Computer Operations (32.7%), Word Processing (30.8%), Modification of Delivery
(28.8%), and Internet Search Tools (26.69%). They also noted the top four technologies
they learned to use while student teaching were Modification of Delivery (46.2%),
Student Assessment Software (30.8%), Instructional Software (28.8%), and Word
Processing (17.3%).
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In response to Research Question 2: How did preservice teachers learn to use
computers and digital technologies before their field experiences or student teaching?
The student teachers said they learned to use computers and digital technologies
using the self-taught method or through traditional computer classes. Unfortunately, only
17% of the student teachers said their faculty model technology for them and only 11%
said their cooperating teachers demonstrated, used, or encourage them to use technology
when teaching. The student teachers’ responses suggest that they are learning to use
technology on their own or by taking computer classes, but they do not learn to use
technology from their non-technology classroom professors or their cooperating teachers.
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Table 3.16 Summary of how student teachers learned to use each technology item
Item #

Computer
class(es)
f (%)
30
(57.7%)

Modeled
Observed
f (%)
17
(32.7%)

Field Experience
f (%)
7
(13.5%)

Self
Taught
f (%)
32
(61.5%)

File management use

24
(46.2%)

9
(17.3%)

5
(9.6%)

33
(63.5%)

71

3

Word Processing
use

28
(53.8%)

16
(30.8%)

9
(17.3%)

32
(61.5%)

85

4

Spreadsheet
use

35
67.3(%)

5
(9.6%)

1
(1.9%)

12
(23.1%)

53

5

Database
use

21
(40.4%)

4
(7.7%)

0
(0.0%)

12
(23.1%)

37

6

Graphic images
use

23
(44.2%)

11
(21.2%)

4
(7.7%)

28
(53.8%)

66

Presentation software

20
(38.5%)

4
(7.7%)

2
(3.8%)

13
(25.0%)

39

8

Network Internet
use

24
(46.2%)

13
(25.0 %)

6
(11.5%)

36
(69.2%)

79

9

Student assessment
software

16
(30.8%)

11
(21.2%)

16
(30.8%)

17
(32.7%)

60

Instructional software

12
(23.1%)

8
(15.4%)

15
(28.8%)

12
(23.1%)
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11

Modification of
delivery

14
(26.9%)

15
(28.8%)

24
(46.2%)

15
(28.8%)

68

12

Internet basics and
history

16
(30.8%)

13
(25.0%)

7
(13.5%)

27
(51.9%)

63

13

Email and mailing
lists

16
(30.8%)

9
(17.3%)

4
(7.7%)

32
(61.5%)

61

World Wide Web

24
(46.2%)

11
(21.2%)

8
(15.4%)

24
(46.2%)

67

Internet Search
tools

19
(36.5%)

14
(26.9%)

5
(9.6%)

28
(53.9%)

66

Newsgroups

7
(13.5%)

3
(5.8%)

1
(1.9%)

7
(13.5%)

18

17

Obtainingdecompressing files

13
(25.0%)

10
(19.2%)

2
(3.8%)

14
(26.9%)

39

18

Real-time
technologies

9
(17.3%)

7
(13.5%)

1
(1.9%)

18
(34.6%)

35

Webpage construc tion

13
(25.0%)

4
(7.7%)

2
(3.8%)

7
(13.5%)

26

Netiquette, ethics and
issues

19
(36.5%)

7
(13.5%)

7
(13.5%)

15
(28.8%)

48

383
(34.4%)

191
(17.1%)

126
(11.3%)

414
(37.2%)

1,114
100.0%)

1
2

7

10

14
15
16

19
20

Technology
Item
Basic computer
use

Total yes responses
Percent of responses

51

Total

86

Research Questio n 3: What digital technologies did preservice teachers use when
student teaching?
Table 3.17 summarizes the technology items student teachers used while student
teaching. The responses showed that almost 82% of student teachers reported using
word-processing software while student teaching. This was followed by File
Management skills (79.8%), the World Wide Web (67.3%), and Basic Computer use
(66.4 %). Conversely, the least items used by the student teachers while student teaching
were web page constructio n 1.9%, news groups/listservs (5.8%), presentation software
(9.6%), downloading files (9.6%), real-time technologies (14.5%), and net etiquette
(21.2%).
Comparing the technologies used the most and the technologies used the least
indicate that student teachers are low- level users of digital technologies. For example,
word processing software was reported as the most used technology by the student
teachers. However, other productivity software such as spreadsheets, databases, and
presentation software were some of the least used technology items. Also, more than two
thirds of the student teachers reported that they used networking technologies such as email, the Web, Internet search tools, and networks. Although this indicates a high use of
networking technologies, the same student teachers were low- level users of use
newsgroups or listservs, real-time technologies, web page construction, or had limited
understanding of net etiquette, ethics, and issues concerning the Internet and networks.
In response to Research Question 3: What digital technologies did preservice
teachers use when student teaching?
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The student teachers' responses to this question were similar to their responses
concerning their skill levels in question one. They indicated that the technologies that
they used when teaching were essentially the same technology items they said that they
were competent using before student teaching. For example, over 93% of the student
teachers said they were capable of using word processing software. Likewise, 82% of the
student teachers used word processing software when teaching. Similar results for
computer use, networks, and telecommunication technologies.
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Table 3.17 Summary of technology skills used when student teaching.
Item #

Technology Item

Used in placement
1
*f(%)
37
(71.2%)

Used in placement
2
*f(%)
32
(61.5%)

Total
^f

(Mean)
+(%)

1

Basic computer
use

69

(66.4%)

2

File management
use

40
(76.9%)

43
(82.7%)

83

(79.8%)

3

Word Processing
use

45
(86.5%)

40
(76.9%)

85

(81.7%)

4

Spreadsheet
use

11
(21.2%)

12
(23.1%)

23

(22.5%)

5

Database
use

6
(11.5%)

8
(15.4%)

14

(13.5%)

6

Graphic images
use

31
(59.6%)

23
(44.2%)

54

(51.9%)

7

Hypermedia-Presentation
software

6
(11.5%)

4
(7.7%)

10

(9.6%)

8

Network Internet
use

37
(71.2 %)

32
(61.5%)

69

(66.4%)

9

Student assessment
software

26
(50.0%)

23
(44.2%)

49

(47.1%)

10

Instructional
software

18
(34.6%)

19
(36.5%)

37

(35.6%)

11

Modification of
delivery

34
(65.4%)

29
(55.8%)

63

(60.6%)

12

Internet basics and
history

30
(57.7%)

28
(53.8%)

58

(55.8%)

13

Email and mailing
lists

33
(63.5%)

35
(67.3%)

68

(65.4%)

14

World Wide
Web

36
(69.2%)

34
(65.4%)

70

(67.3%)

15

Internet search
tools

36
(69.2%)

33
(63.5%)

69

(66.4%)

16

Newsgroups
Listservs

3
(5.8%)

3
(5.8%)

6

(5.8%)

17

Obtaining- decompressing
files

6
(11.5%)

4
(7.7%)

10

(9.6%)

18

Real-time
technologies

8
(15.4%)

7
(13.5%)

15

(14.5%)

19

Webpage
construction

2
(3.8%)

0
(0.0%)

2

(1.9%)

20

Netiquette, ethics
and issues

11
(21.2%)

11
(21.2%)

22

(21.2%)

456
(22.8%)

410
(20.5%)

876
(43.8%)

(42.2%)

Total responses
M ean yes responses

^ Total for placements 1 and 2
+ Mean for placements 1 and 2
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Research Question 4: What digital technologies did preservice teachers not use
when student teaching and why not?
Table 3.18 summarizes the student teacher’s responses about why they did not use
a specific technology item. The student teachers selected from one of the following
responses; the lack of time, the lack of training, the lack of resources, the lack of support,
and technology was not relevant to their teaching, with other the final option. The student
teachers reported that the lack of training (37%) followed by the lack of time (31%)
prevented them from using the technology items when student teaching. The student
teachers said that the lack of resources (15%) followed by the lack of support (4%) were
the third and fourth reasons why they did not use the specified technology items. For
some student teachers the Technology was not Relevant to their student teaching
placement (12%), and only 1% of the student teachers chose the Other as the reason they
did not use the technology item while teaching. The student teachers overwhelmingly
indicated they needed additional training and time before they could use many of the
technology items when teaching. Although the 27% of the student teachers reported that
the Lack of Resources and the Technology was not Relevant to their teaching placement,
the Lack of Training and Lack of Time accounted for 68% of the student teachers
responses.
In response to Research Question 4: What digital technologies did preservice
teachers not use when student teaching and why not?
The student teachers' responses to question four like question three were similar
to their responses in question one as they related to student teachers skill levels.
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The student teachers indicated that the technologies that they did not use when teaching
were essentially the same technology items they felt that they had little or no experience
using and would need help before the y could use the item when teaching. The
predominate reasons the student teachers did not use these technology items was due to
the lack of training and the lack of time. The lack of training and the lack of time was a
major barrier to the student teachers when using technology as a teaching and learning
tool.
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Table 3.18 Summary of technology items not used when student teaching
and why.
Item #

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

Technology
Item

Basic computer
use
File management
use
Word Processing
use
Spreadsheet
use
Database
use
Graphic images
use
HypermediaPresentation
Network Internet use
Student assessment
software
Instructional software
Modification of
delivery
Internet basics and
history
Email and mailing
lists
World Wide
Web
Internet search
tools
Newsgroups
Listserves
Obtainingdecompressing files
Real-time
technologies
Webpage construction
Netiquette, ethics and
issues

Total yes responses
%of total yes responses

Lack of
Time

Lack of
Lack of
Training Resource

Lack of
Support

Tech Not
Relevant

Other

Total

Mean

*f(%)

*f(%)

*f(%)

*f(%)

*f(%)

*f(%)

f

(%)

8
(15.4 % )
3
(5.8%)
1
(1.9%)
11
(21.2%)
1
(1.9%)
6
(11.5%)
9
(17.3%)
3
(5.8%)
5
(9.6%)
6
(11.5%)
2
(3.8%)
2
(3.8%)
2
(3.8%)
3
(5.8%)
2
(3.8%)
8
(15.4%)
10
(19.2%)

1
( 1.9% )
1
(1.9%)
1
(1.9%)
14
(26.9%)
1
(1.9%)
6
(11.5%)
18
(34.6%)
1
(1.9%)
9
(17.3%)
3
(5.8%)
1
(1.9%)
2
(3.8%)
0
(0.0%)
0
(0.0%)
1
(1.9%)
19
(36.5%)
16
(30.8%)

7
( 13.5%
0
(0.0%)
1
(1.9%)
6
(11.5%)
4
(7.7%)
3
(5.8%)
5
(9.6%)
0
(0.0%)
2
(3.8%)
5
(9.6%)
1
(1.9%)
3
(5.8%)
0
(0.0%)
1
(1.9 %)
2
(3.8%)
3
(5.8%)
1
(1.9%)

1
( 1.9% )
1
(1.9%)
0
(0.0%)
1
(1.9%)
0
(0.0%)
0
(0.0%)
0
(0.0%)
0
(0.0%)
2
(3.8%)
0
(0.0%)
0
(0.0%)
0
(0.0%)
0
(0.0%)
1
1.9(%)
0
(0.0%)
1
(1.9%)
1
(1.9%)

0
( 0.0% )
0
(0.0%)
0
(0.0%)
4
(7.7%)
6
(11.5%)
1
(1.9%)
1
(1.9%)
1
(1.9 %)
3
(5.8%)
1
(1.9%)
0
(0.0%)
1
(1.9%)
3
(5.8%)
1
(1.9%)
0
(0.0%)
3
(5.8%)
2
(3.8%)

1
( 1.9% )
0
(0.0%)
1
(1.9%)
0
(0.0%)
0
(0.0%)
0
(0.0%)
0
(0.0%)
0
(0.0%)
0
(0.0%)
0
(0.0%)
0
(0.0%)
0
(0.0%)
0
(0.0%)
1
(1.9%)
1
(1.9%)
0
(0.0%)
0
(0.0%)

18

5.8

5

1.6

4

1.3

36

11.5

12

11.5

16

3.8

33

10.6

5

1.6

21

6.7

15

4.8

4

1.3

8

2.6

5

3.2

7

2.6

6

1.9

34

10.9

30

9.6

7
(13.5%)
15
(28.8%)
1
(1.9%)

12
(23.1%)
19
(36.5%)
1
(1.9%)

3
(5.8%)
4
(7.7%)
1
(1.9%)

1
(1.9%)
3
(5.8%)
0
(0.0%)

3
5.8(%)
7
(13.5%)
4
(7.7%)

0
(0.0%)
0
(0.0%)
0
(0.0%)

26

8.4

48

15.4

7

2.2

105
(31%)

126
(37%)

52
(15%)

12
(4%)

41
(12%)

4
(1%)

57

340
(100%)

Discussion of Findings
This study examined preservice teachers' use of digital technologies during their
student teaching field experience. The review of literature supports and recognizes that
preservice teachers have been using computers and digital technologies at an increasing
rate over the past 20 years. However, preservice teachers tend to be selective in the
technologies that they use for educational purposes (Anderson, 2002). The literature
suggests preservice teachers lack the skills, training, time, and technical support needed
to use and integrate technology into their teaching (Lockard & Abrams, 2001; Pope et al.
2002). These findings are consistent with national and international research, studies
conducted at Mississippi State University, and this study. Many would argue that the
millions of dollars worth of computers, software, and network infrastructure would have
been better spent on traditional teaching and learning methods (Cuban, 2001; Wildstrom,
2002).
Before preservice teachers can use, integrate, and teach with technology they
must learn and master basic computer and technology skills (Lynch, 2001; Wildstrom,
2002). Likewise, school districts expect new teachers who are properly trained in their
specialty areas, and they expect new teachers who are properly trained to use technology
when teaching and become role models for their faculty. Although today’s students and
preservice teachers do use various technologies, they often lack the skills to use
technology as a teaching and learning tool. Often the lack of skills results in wasted time
and educational resources. However, with the proper skills and training, teacher
technology use can provide so much more for teaching and learning and can enhance the
classroom's experience for all (Cuban, 2001; Tapscott, 2000).
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Preservice teachers noted in this study that the lack of learning opportunities and
hands-on experience affected their confidence and decisions whether to use of technology
when teaching. These findings are similar to findings in the literature and at MSU. The
lack of learning, opportunities, and experience can often be traced back to the lack of
time, tools, training, and technical support in teacher training (Lockard & Abrams, 2001;
Pope et al. 2002). Countless preservice teachers are self-taught users of technology and
learned to use technology to isolate through their own initiative and devices (Wilson et al.
2003). Although these students may possess the skills and ability to use computer and
digital technologies, they often lack the ability to apply and use technology as a teaching
tool. Likewise, in this study preservice teachers reported that they learned to use
computers, word processors, presentation software, spreadsheets, and the Internet through
discovery and inquiry-based learning. Although the students may be adept at using
technology, they indicated they often lack the training and guidance to use the technology
as a teaching tool in their classrooms (Turnbull & Lawrence 2002). Teachers may be able
to use a word processor, but often it is just taking the place of a typewriter. Teachers may
be able to use PowerPoint, but not use it effectively to get their lessons or idea across to
the students. Teachers may be proficient surfing the Internet, but they lack the skills and
knowledge to find sources, lessons, and supporting information for their teaching
(Glazewski et al. 2002). Just about all K-12, students receive some computer and digital
technology training before entering college. Although this exposure to technology is an
important introduction to digital technologies, preservice teachers still need computer
classes that address issues of technology and teaching. Bielefeldt (2001) noted that
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preservice teachers felt that K-12 computer courses were not essential in preparing them
to use technology as a teaching tool.
However, the participants said technology courses within their teacher education
program were vital in improving their skills, knowledge, and confidence to use
technology in an educational setting. McKenzie (2001) noted that many teacher
technology courses are little more than software training classes and do little to prepare
preservice teachers to use technology when teaching. Furthermore, many would argue
that one technology course cannot provide students the skills, experience, and application
of technology they need before entering the classroom (Willis & Montes 2002).
Preservice teachers also reported that the opportunity to observe and have technology
modeled for them in a classroom setting provided one the best opportunities to see
technology used effectively and to understand its appropriate use in the classroom.
However, education faculty are also constrained and limited due to the lack of time,
training, tools, and technical support. Also affecting faculty's decisions to use technology
is that technology has not been part of their teaching methods and culture. This study
found that preservice teachers miss opportunities to see technology used in authentic
teaching situations. They also lack the opportunities to see technology equipment and
digital devices used appropriately. Preservice teachers also lack the opportunities to see
how the various digital devices function individually and as a whole (Benson et al. 2004).
Preservice teachers also reported that their confidence and skills increased after faculty
demonstrated and encouraged students’ to use technology and to apply technology in
their teaching (Gunter, 2004). Because new teachers often model their teaching from
experiences and observations, they had during their professional courses, the
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opportunities to observe and see technology model is an important learning experience
for preservice teachers (Benson et al. 2004). For this reason, it is vital for faculty to
model technology use, to provide best practices in teaching, and to demonstrate
appropriate classroom application of teaching with technology (Vraseves, & McIsaac,
2001).
The student teaching component of preservice teachers’ programs of study may
provide the best opportunity for them to learn, use, observe, and understand the
appropriate use of technology in real classroom conditions. During this time, student
teachers have the opportunities to apply their technology skills and knowledge, have
input from their cooperating teachers, and have the opportunity to see technology
modeled and used by experienced classroom teachers (Bullock, 2002). With the proper
supervision from their cooperating teachers, student teachers can see technology used not
only as an administrative tool or productivity tool, but also as a teaching tool where their
students can engage and interact with their peers and teachers. However, too often
cooperating teachers also lack the skills, knowledge, and tools needed to use technology
appropriately in their classrooms (Strudler et al. 1999). It would be fair to say that the
millions of dollars spent on technology equipment and infrastructure is seldom used
beyond word processing, spreadsheet software, and school reports. Cuban (2001) noted
that teachers often teach the way they were taught. Therefore, it is important that student
teachers be placed with technology proficient cooperating teachers that use, demonstrate,
and apply technology tools in their teaching and expect their student teachers to do the
same.
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CHAPTER IV
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Chapter IV begins with a summary of the study, procedures, and the results. This
is followed by the conclusions and recommendations drawn from the results of the study.
Summary
This study used a survey to obtain demographic information, self- reported
computer skill levels, student’s digital learning opportunities, and the various digital
technologies they used when student teaching. The participants were K-8 preservice
student teachers at MSU during the fall semester of 2003. The student teachers were
completing their field-experience requirements for their degree in elementary education.
The survey used for this study which was developed by Johnson (1998) asked the
student teachers about their computer and digital technology use when student teaching.
The original survey was adapted for this study with the help of the author’s committee.
The survey gathered demographic information about the student teachers including
gender, age, college information, and computer and digital technology learning
experiences. The participants also provided information about their classroom
placements, grades levels taught, subject areas taught, and the available technology for
their use when teaching. The technology survey asked the student teachers to rate their
computer technology skill levels from 20 commonly used computer and digital
technology items. The questionnaire also asked the student teachers how they learned to
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use each item. The last section asked the student teachers if they used the item when
teaching, and if not, the reason why they did not use the item when teaching.
The survey was administered on “Wrap Up Day.” Wrap up Day is the final meeting
between faculty and student teachers at the end of the semester. The students were
provided time at the beginning of the day’s program to complete and return the survey
before the day’s activities started. Of the 66 student teachers attending Wrap Up Day, 52
returned completed surveys that were used in this study. The participants in this study
were 94% female and 6% male. The data obtained from the surveys were evaluated,
coded, and analyzed using Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS). The results
were entered into tables for further analysis and study.
The demographic section of the survey reported the following information. Of the
52 surveys that were used in this study, 49 female students and 3 male students submitted
a completed survey. Ninety percent of the students were between the ages of 20 and 25
years. Almost 80% of the participants transferred courses for credit from another twoyear or four-year college. Almost half of the student teachers took their required
computer course at another college before they entered their elementary education
program. Only 13 of the 52 (25 %) student teachers took additional computer technology
courses, and 11 students attended additional technology workshops. Forty-eight (92.3%)
of the preservice teachers said they owned their own computer at home or college. When
the participants were asked if they had opportunities to use technology in their methods
classes, 29 (55.8%) students said yes. When asked if they had opportunities to use
technology in a classroom setting, 22 (42.3%) said yes. When asked if they had
opportunities to observe technology use in a classroom setting, 34 (65.4%) said yes.
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The student teachers’ field placements were divided into two sections during the
fall semester of 2003. Typically, student teachers would teach half of a semester in a K-3
classroom, and half the semester in a 4-8 grade classroom. The placement of the student
teachers at participating schools varied upon the availability of schools and cooperating
teachers. Forty-one (78.8%) taught in all subject areas during their first placement, and 34
(65.4%) taught in all subject areas during their second placement. Some of the student
teachers were assigned by subject area that included math, language arts, social studies,
and science.
Fifty-one of the 52 student teachers reported that they had access to a computer in
their classroom. However, over 80% of the student teachers reported that their students
did not have access to computers in their classrooms. The student teachers reported that
over half of their cooperating teachers did not use technology when teaching and over
60% of the cooperating teachers did not encourage the student teachers to use technology
when teaching.
Questions in the 20 item technology questionnaire asked the student teachers to
rate their computer and digital technology skill levels from Level One through Level
Four, with Level 1 the lowest skill level and Level 4 the highest skill level. The
technology questionnaire included 20 items concerning computer management,
productivity/office suite software, administrative software, instructional software, and
networks and the Internet. The data were analyzed using frequency of responses,
percentages of responses, and mean scores. Over 78% of the student teachers felt that
they were capable of basic computer operations and file management with a mean score
of 3.06%. When the student teachers responded to the questions concerning productivity
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software or office suite software the results were mixed. Forty-eight (92.3%) of the
student teachers rated their word processing skills at Level 3 or above with a mean score
of 3.16. However, when asked about spreadsheet, database, and presentation software the
mean scores fell to 2.0 or less. The overall mean score for productivity software was 2.3.
Although the student teachers rated their word processing skills as capable and
competent, they were low- level users for the other applications. When the student
teachers were asked about using administrative technology tools such as assessment
software and networks the results were mixed. For network use, 40 (76.9%) students
rated themselves as capable or competent users with a mean score of 3.08%. However,
only 19 (36.5%) student teachers rated their assessment software skills as capable or
competent with a mean score of 2.54%. When using digital technologies for teaching, the
student teachers rated themselves as low to moderate users. For instructional software,
only 18 student teachers rated themselves as capable or competent users of instructional
software with an overall mean score of 2.12%. When asked about using technology to
modify traditional instructional methods, 34 (65.4%) students rated their skills as capable
or competent with a total mean score of 2.84%.
Eight technology questions referred to communication technologies, network
utilities, the Internet, and web page construction. The results for this group of questions
varied greatly. The student teachers rated themselves as competent users of the e- mail,
Internet basics, the World Wide Web, and Internet search tools. However, the student
teachers rated their skill levels from low to moderate for items such as newsgroups,
network utilities, real-time technologies, and Internet ethics issues. The lowest skill level
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from the entire survey included web page construction with a mean score of 1.73 and
newsgroups/listservs with the lowest mean scores of 1.69.
When the student teachers were asked how they learned to use the various
technologies, they had four choices: Self-taught, Computer Classes,
Modeling/Observations, or during their student teaching field-placements. The self- taught
method of instruction received the most responses with (37.2%), closely followed by
Computer Classes with (34.4%). Only 17.1% of the students said they learned through
Modeling/Observations and only 11.3% of the student teachers said they learned to use
technology while student teaching.
When the student teachers were asked what technologies they used when student
teaching, the top three responses were word processing with a mean score of 81.7%, file
management with a mean score of 79.8%, and Internet search tools with a mean score of
67.3%. Conversely, when asked what technologies the preservice teachers did not use
when student teaching the lowest responses were Newsgroups/Listservs, web page
construction, and database software, with mean scores below 2.0
When the student teachers were asked why they did not use specific technology
items, those who cited a reason said the lack of training was the number one reason. This
was followed by the lack of time, the lack of resources, or the technology item was not
relevant to their teaching placement.
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Conclusions
The purpose of this study was to examine some of the issues affecting preservice
teachers’ decisions concerning their use of technology when teaching. Using a survey
preservice teachers were asked to rate the ir technology skills, learning opportunities, and
technology use when they were student teaching. The student teachers were asked to
respond to questions concerning their computer skills, learning opportunities, and various
technologies they used or did not use when student teaching. With data gathered from the
survey, the following conclusions were made.
Regarding question one, preservice teachers were asked to rank their computer
and digital technology skills. The review of literature suggests that many preservice
teachers begin student teaching and their teaching career lacking basic technology skills.
Even though this generation of student teachers grew up in a digital world, they are lowlevel users of technology for teaching and learning. Their faculty and school
administrators often find this frustrating because today’s students are so absorbed with
technology. With the availability of personal computers, computer labs, PDAs, and
digital cell phones, today's students rely on technology the way their parents relied on the
telephone, newspapers, and television. However, the technology students' use today does
not transcend into the classroom or as a learning tool. Compounding this problem is that
many student teachers believe they are technology savvy because they use various digital
technologies regularly. Although this may be true, the technologies they use often revolve
around communication, entertainment, or for convenience. When student teachers are
required to use technology for teaching and learning, they are low- level users of the most
basic technologies such as word processing, electronic communication tools, and Internet
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searches. Similar results were found from studies conducted at MSU.
Many students in the college of education at MSU often lacked the computer and
digital technology skills they needed for learning and teaching. Too often, educators
assume that their students have learned and mastered basic computer skills during their
K-12 education. However, once in college, students have little opportunity or they do not
pursue other avenues to learn to use computers and digital technologies. Motamedi
(2000) noted in his study at MSU, that preservice teachers frequently believe they have
the skills to use technology. However, when pressed they do not have the skills to use the
advanced features of computers, software programs, and network communication tools.
Unfortunately, few student teachers take additional technology classes beyond their
required computer literacy course. Consequently, they are limited to only basic
technology skills throughout their program.
This study also concluded that preservice teachers lack the skills to use
technology as a teaching and learning tool. Education students enter college without the
training and skills they should have mastered during their K-12 school years. Once in
college, students are not ready to use technology or lack in-depth skills and knowledge to
use computers and digital technologies. Compounding this problem is that preservice
teachers do not receive, pursue, or develop the skills they need to use technology for
teaching. Finally, when preservice teachers start student teaching, they are often
overwhelmed with new responsibilities. Therefore, without adequate support, they do not
use technology to enhance their learning or teaching.
The second question of this study looked at the different learning opportunities
preservice teachers have before student teaching. The literature and studies conducted at
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MSU found that most preservice teachers were self-taught, or they learned to use
technology through a basic computer literacy class. Additional learning opportunities
included faculty modeling technology when teaching, and during the student teachers
field experience. In this study, student teachers reported that the most frequent method of
learning to use technology was the self- taught method and taking a basic computer class.
These findings are consistent with the literature and previous studies at MSU. However,
the self-taught method does not address using technology as a teaching and learning tool.
Likewise, most basic computer literacy classes, including those taught at MSU do not
address teaching with technology. Too often education students take a computer literacy
class designed for the general student population. Unfortunately, these classes seldom
address the technology needs of future teachers.
Preservice teachers in this study indicated that they had limited opportunities to
observe their faculty use, model or demonstrate how to use technology as a teaching tool.
Furthermore, while student teaching; preservice teachers noted that their supervising
teachers did not use technology when teaching. The preservice teachers said they had few
opportunities to work with supervising teachers who encouraged, used, and taught with
technology. These results were similar to the findings within the literature and studies at
MSU. Unfortunately, these two learning opportunities may provide the best method of
learning to use technology as a teaching tool. However, the results of this study found
that very few faculty model technologies for their students and even fewer supervising
teachers use or encourage their students to use technology when teaching.
The third and fourth questions of this study considered the technologies
preservice teachers used and did not use when student teaching. The literature and studies
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at MSU indicated that preservice teachers used the most basic forms of technology such
as operating a computer, word processing, communications and the Internet. In this study,
the results were similar. For example, most preservice teachers felt comfortable using a
computer, word processing software, communication technologies, and the Internet.
When comparing these responses to the technologies preservice teachers did not use, the
results were similar. Although preservice teachers feel comfortable using computers,
word processing software, networks, and the Internet, they often only use the most basic
features available to them. For example, most preservice teachers reported that they were
very competent using word processing software, but they reported little use of the other
office suite programs such as presentation software, spreadsheets, and databases. The
results were similar for networking and Internet use. Most preservice teachers rated
themselves as competent users of electronic mail, the Internet, and networks. But the
same students did not use the advanced features of electronic mail programs and Internet
searches. Furthermore, very few students used networks, file sharing, and less than two
percent said they could create or publish a web page. As reported in the literature,
preservice teachers often viewed themselves as technology savvy. However, when
pressed they often use only the technologies that are important to them and often this
involves communication, convenience, entertainment, word processing papers, and
searching the Internet.
The hopes and dreams that educational technology would create better teachers
and enhance student learning are far from coming true. Although today’s digital
generation of student teachers can and do use many types of digital technologies, the
technologies they use have limited effect on their learning or teaching. Preservice
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teachers need additional training to enhance their overall technology skills. They need
continued learning opportunities that include educational technology classes and
technology proficient faculty. Finally, when student teaching, preservice teachers should
be placed in schools that have the tools, supervising teachers, and support staff that
encourages and expects that their student teachers use and teach with technology.
Recommendations
From the information gathered from this study using the technology survey, the
following recommendations are made for preparing computer and digital technology
proficient teachers at MSU.
1. Addressing preservice teachers’ low technology skill levels:
Require incoming education majors to take and pass a computer competency
skills exam. For example, The University of Southern Mississippi (USM) requires all
incoming College of Education students to pass a Basic Technology Literacy Exam
(BTLE) as part of the admission process to Professional Education. If a student is
deficient or has areas of need, they can attend technology workshops for additional
training and improvement.
2. Addressing the lack of learning opportunities:
Provide a compulsory computer and digital technology course devoted to
educational uses of technology for teaching and learning. Traditional computer
concepts classes do not address these issues beyond computer and software issues.
Student teachers need to know how to manage and use technology, how to integrate
available technologies into various classroom environments, and how to teach using
the available technologies they may fin in their classrooms.
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Train and require faculty to teach with and model technology use in their
classrooms, as well as how to use and integrate technology into methods classes.
Provide faculty with technology rich classrooms to help faculty prepare students for
courses such as math, science, and writing with subject specific technology needs.
3. Addressing student teacher placements:
Require cooperating schools to provide technology rich classrooms, and require
cooperating teachers to use and model technology for their student teachers in
technology rich classrooms. Doing so may provide the best opportunity for student
teachers to see, use, and experience technology in authentic classroom settings.
4. Addressing the lack of experience using technology as a teaching and learning
tool:
Require students to have and use laptop computers throughout their professional
development. Computers and digital technologies should become a traditional
learning tool just like pen and paper. Students also need classrooms to practice and
gain hands on experience using technology in classroom settings. Doing so will
provide preservice teachers opportunities to integrate technology into their studies,
practice using technology as a traditional learning tool, and gain hands on experience
using technology as a teaching and learning tool.
From the data gathered from this study, the following recommendations for
further research are made:
1. Review and update the survey to reflect trends in teaching, and advances in
computers, digital technologies, and software available in today’s classrooms.
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2. The updated survey should become part of the student teachers exit
requirements providing faculty a means to gather information about student
teachers technology use when student teaching.
3. Further study is needed concerning the design of a computer course or courses
that can be incorporated into the teacher education program that infuses
technology use during traditional and professional development classes.
4. Further study and collaboration is needed between public universities in
Mississippi and cooperating school districts that will help determine successes
or failures among the different programs.
5. Further study at the national and international level among peer universities to
determine successes preservice teachers have incorporating technology into
their student teaching placements.
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Table C .1, Data used in summary tables
Item 1 B Basic Teacher Computer Use
Reported Skill Level
Level 1 (Little or no experience using this techn ology)

f (%)
1 (1.9%)

Level 2 (Some experience but require help with problems)

14 (26.9%)

Level 3 (Capable and can work through most problems)

17 (32.7%)

Level 4 (Competent and capable of showing others)

19 (36.5%)

No response (No response was given)
Total

1 (1.9%)
52 (100%)

Where did you learn to use this item?

f (%)

Computer class(es)

30 (57.7%)

Modeled/Observed

17 (32.7%)

Field experience

7 (13.5%)

Self- taught

32 (61.5%)

Did you use this item when student teaching?

f (%)

During Placement 1

37 (71.2 % )

During Placement 2

32 (61.5%)

If you did not use this item when student teaching, why?
Lack of time

f (%)
8 (15.4%)

Lack of training

1 (1.9%0

Lack of resources

7 (13.5%)

Lack of support

1 (1.9%)

Technology not relevant

0 (0.0%)

Other

1 (1.9%)
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Table C.1, continued
Item 2 – File Management
Reported Skill Level
Level 1 (Little or no experience using this technology)

f (%)
1 (1.9%)

Level 2 (Some experience but require help with problems)

10 (19.2%)

Level 3 (Capable and can work through most problems)

36 (69.2%)

Level 4 (Competent and capable of showing others)

4 (7.7%)

No response (No response was given)

1 (1.9%)

Total

52 (100%)
Where did you learn to use this item?

f (%)

Computer class(es)

24 (46.2%)

Modeled/Observed

9 (17.3%)

Field experience

5 (9.6%)

Self- taught

33 (63.5%)

Did you use this item when student teaching?

f (%)

During Placement 1

40 (76.9%)

During Placement 2

32 (61.5%)

If you did not use this item when student teaching, why?

f (%)

Lack of time

3 (5.8%)

Lack of training

1 (1.9%)

Lack of resources

0 (0.00%)

Lack of support

1 (1.9%)

Technology not relevant

0 (0.00%)

Other

0 (0.00)
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Table C.1, continued
Item 3 – Word Processing
Reported Skill Level

f (%)

Level 1 (Little or no experience using this technology)

1 (1.9%)

Level 2 (Some experience but require help with problems)

2 (3.8%)

Level 3 (Capable and can work through most problems)

36 (69.2%)

Level 4 (Competent and capable of showing others)

12 (23 .1%)

No response (No response was given)
Total

1 (0.0%)
52 (100%)

Where did you learn to use this item?

f (%)

Computer class(es)

28 (53.8%)

Modeled/Observed

16 (30.8%)

Field experience

9 (17.3%)

Self- taught

32 (61.5%)

Did you use this item when student teaching?

f (%)

During Placement 1

45 (86.5%)

During Placement 2

40 (76.9%)

If you did not use this item when student teaching, why?

f (%)

Lack of time

1 (1.9%)

Lack of training

2 (3.8%)

Lack of resources

1 (1.9%)

Lack of support

0 (0.0%)

Technology not relevant

0 (0.0%)

Other

1 (1.9%)
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Table C.1, continued
Item 4 – Spreadsheet Use
Reported Skill Level

f (%)

Level 1 (Little or no experience using this technology)

10 (19.2%)

Level 2 (Some experience but require help with problems)

25 (48.2%)

Level 3 (Capable and can work through most problems)

14 (26.9%)

Level 4 (Competent and capable of showing others)

2 (3.8%)

No response (No response was given)

1 (1.9%)

Total

52 (100%)
Where did you learn to use this item?

f (%)

Computer class(es)

35 (67.4%)

Modeled/Observed

5 (9.6%)

Field experience

1 (1.9%)

Self- taught

12 (23.1%)

Did you use this item when student teaching?

f (%)

During Placement 1

11 (21.2%)

During Placement 2

12 (23.1%)

If you did not use th is item when student teaching, why?

f (%)

Lack of time

11 (21.2%)

Lack of training

14 (26.9%)

Lack of resources

6 (11.5%)

Lack of support

1 (1.9%)

Technology not relevant

4 (7.7%)

Other

0 (0.0%)
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Table C.1, continued
Item 5 – Database Use
Reported Skill Level

f (%)

Level 1 (Little or no experience using this technology)

21 (40.4%)

Level 2 (Some experience but require help with problems)

19 (40.5%)

Level 3 (Capable and can work through most problems)

9 (17.3%)

Level 4 (C ompetent and capable of showing others)

1 (1.9%)

No response (No response was given)

2 (3.8%)

Total

52 (100%)
Where did you learn to use this item?

f (%)

Computer class(es)

21 (40.4%)

Modeled/Observed

4 (7.7%)

Field experience

0 (0.0%)

Self- taught

12 (23.1%)

Did you use this item when student teaching?

f (%)

During Placement 1

6 (11.5%)

During Placement 2

8 (15.4%)

If you did not use this item when student teaching, why?
Lack of time

f (%)
6 (11.5%)

Lack of training

16 (30.8%)

Lack of resources

4 (7.7%)

Lack of support

0 (0.0%)

Technology not relevant

6 (11.5%)

Other

0 (0.0%)
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Table C.1, continued
Item 6 – Graphics and digital image use
Reported Skill Level
Level 1 (Little or no experience using this te chnology)

f (%)
8 (15.4%)

Level 2 (Some experience but require help with problems)

15 (28.8%)

Level 3 (Capable and can work through most problems)

18 (34.7%)

Level 4 (Competent and capable of showing others)
No response (No response was given)
Total

9 (17.3%)
2 (3.8%)
52 (100%)

W here did you learn to use this item?

f (%)

Computer class(es)

23 (44.2%)

Modeled/Observed

11 (21.2%)

Field experience

4 (7.7%)

Self- taught

28 (53.8%)

Did you use this item when student teaching?

f (%)

During Placement 1

31 (59.6%)

During Placement 2

23 (44.2%)

If you did not use this item when student teaching, why?

f (%)

Lack of time

6 (11.5%)

Lack of training

6 (11.5%)

Lack of resources

3 (5.8%)

Lack of support

0 (0.0%)

Technology not relevant

1 (1.9%)

Other

0 (0.0%)
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Table C.1, continued
Item 7 – Hypermedia/presentation software
Reported Skill Level
Level 1 (Little or no experience using this technology)
Level 2 (Some experience but require help with problems)
Level 3 (Capable and can work through most problems)

f (%)
26 (50.0%)
9 (17.3%)
12 (23.1%)

Level 4 (Competent and capable of showing others)

3 (5.8%)

No response (No response was given)

2 (3.8%)

Total

52 (100%)
Where did you learn to use this item?

f (%)

Computer cla ss(es)

20 (38.5%)

Modeled/Observed

4 (7.7%)

Field experience

2 (3.8%)

Self- taught

13 (25.0%)

Did you use this item when student teaching?

f (%)

During Placement 1

6 (11.5%)

During Placement 2

4 (7.7%)

If you did not use this item when student teaching, why?

f (%)

Lack of time

9 (17.3%)

Lack of training

18 (34.6%)

Lack of resources

5 (9.6%)

Lack of support

0 (0.0%)

Technology not relevant

1 (1.9%)

Other

0 (0.0%)
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Table C.1, continued
Item 8 – Network and Internet Use
Reported Skill Level
Level 1 (Little or no experience using this technology)
Level 2 (Some experience but require help with problems)

f (%)
2 (7.7%)
6 (11.5%)

Level 3 (Capable and can work through most problems)

26 (50.1%)

Level 4 (Competent and cap able of showing others)

14 (26.9%)

No response (No response was given)
Total

4 (7.7%)
52 (100%)

Where did you learn to use this item?

f (%)

Computer class(es)

24 (46.2%)

Modeled/Observed

13 (25.0%)

Field experience

6 (11.5%)

Self- taught

36 (69.2%)

Did you use this item when student teaching?

f (%)

During Placement 1

37 (71.1%)

During Placement 2

32 (61.5%)

If you did not use this item when student teaching, why?

f (%)

Lack of time

3 (5.8%)

Lack of training

1 (1.9%)

Lack of resources

0 (0.0%)

Lack of support

0 (0.0%)

Technology not relevant

1 (1.9%)

Other

0 (0.0%)
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Table C.1, continued
Item 9 – Student Assessment
Reported Skill Level
Level 1 (Little or no experience using this technology)

f (%)
8 (15.4%)

Level 2 (Some experience but require help with problems)

21 (40.4%)

Level 3 (Capable and can work through most problems)

14 (26.9%)

Level 4 (Competent and capable of showing others)

5 (9.6%)

No response (No response was given)

4 (7.7%)

Total

52 (100%)
Where did you learn to use this item?

f (%)

Computer class(es)

16 (30.8%)

Modeled/Observed

11 (21.2%)

Field experience

16 (30.8%)

Self- taught

17 (32.7%)

Did you use this item when student teaching?

f (%)

During Placement 1

26 (50.0%)

During Placement 2

23 (44.2%)

If you did not use this item when student teaching, why?

f (%)

Lack of time

5 (9.6%)

Lack of training

9 (17.3%)

Lack of resources

2 (3.8%)

Lack of support

2 (3.8%)

Technology not relevant

3 (5.8%)

Other

0 (0.0%)
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Table C.1, contin ued
Item 10 – Instructional Software Use
Reported Skill Level

f (%)

Level 1 (Little or no experience using this technology)

15 (28.8%)

Level 2 (Some experience but require help with problems)

16 (30.8%)

Level 3 (Capable and can work through most problems)

15 (28.8%)

Level 4 (Competent and capable of showing others)

3 (5.8%)

No response (No response was given)

3 (5.8%)

Total

52 (100%)
Where did you learn to use this item?

f (%)

Computer class(es)

12 (23.1%)

Modeled/Observe d

8 (15.4%)

Field experience

15 (28.8%)

Self- taught

12 (23.1%)

Did you use this item when student teaching?

f (%)

During Placement 1

18 (34.6%)

During Placement 2

19 (36.5%)

If you did not use this item when student teaching, why?
Lack of time

f (%)
6 (11.5%)

Lack of training

3 (5.8%)

Lack of resources

5 (9.5%)

Lack of support

0 (0.0%)

Technology not relevant

1 (1.9%)

Other

0 (0.0%)
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Table C.1, continued
Item 11 – Modification of Instructional Delivery
Reported Skill Leve l
Level 1 (Little or no experience using this technology)

f (%)
4 (7.7%)

Level 2 (Some experience but require help with problems)

11 (21.2%)

Level 3 (Capable and can work through most problems)

23 (44.1%)

Level 4 (Competent and capable of showing othe rs)

11 (21.2%)

No response (No response was given)
Total

3 (5.8%)
52 (100%)

Where did you learn to use this item?

f (%)

Computer class(es)

14 (26.9%)

Modeled/Observed

15 (28.8%)

Field experience

24 (46.2%)

Self- taught

14 (26.9%)

Did you use this it em when student teaching?

f (%)

During Placement 1

34 (65.4%)

During Placement 2

29 (55.8%)

If you did not use this item when student teaching, why?

f (%)

Lack of time

2 (3.8%)

Lack of training

1 (1.9%)

Lack of resources

1 (1.9%)

Lack of support

0 (0.0%)

Technology not relevant

0 (0.0%)

Other

0 (0.0%)
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Table C.1, continued
Item 12 – Internet Basics and History
Reported Skill Level
Level 1 (Little or no experience using this technology)
Level 2 (Some exp erience but require help with problems)

f (%)
4 (7.7%)
7 (13.5%)

Level 3 (Capable and can work through most problems)

23 (44.2%)

Level 4 (Competent and capable of showing others)

12 (23.1%)

No response (No response was given)
Total

6 (11.5%)
52 (100%)

Where did you learn to use this item?

f (%)

Computer class(es)

16 (30.8%)

Modeled/Observed

13 (25.0%)

Field experience

7 (13.5%)

Self- taught

27 (60.0%)

Did you use this item when student teaching?

f (%)

During Placement 1

30 (57.7%)

During Placement 2

28 (53.8 % )

If you did not use this item when student teaching, why?

f (%)

Lack of time

2 (3.8%)

Lack of training

2 (3.8%)

Lack of resources

3 (5.8%)

Lack of support

0 (0.0%)

Technology not relevant

1 (1.9%)

Other

0 (0.0%)
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Table C.1, continued
Item 13 – Email and electronic mailing lists
Reported Skill Level

f (%)

Level 1 (Little or no experience using this technology)

0 (0.0%)

Level 2 (Some experience but require help with problems)

3 (5.8%)

Level 3 (Capable and can work thro ugh most problems)

22 (42.2%)

Level 4 (Competent and capable of showing others)

20 (38.5%)

No response (No response was given)
Total

7 (13.5%)
52 (100%)

Where did you learn to use this item?

f (%)

Computer class(es)

16 (30.8%)

Modeled/Observed

9 (17. 3 % )

Field experience

4 (7.7%)

Self- taught

32 (61.5%)

Did you use this item when student teaching?

f (%)

During Placement 1

33 (63.4%)

During Placement 2

35 (67.3%)

If you did not use this item when student teaching, why?

f (%)

Lack of time

2 (3.8%)

Lack of training

0 (0.0%)

Lack of resources

0 (0.0%)

Lack of support

0 (0.0%)

Technology not relevant

3 (5.8%)

Other

0 (0.0%)

110

Table C.1, continued
Item 14 – World Wide Web
Reported Skill Level

f (%)

Level 1 (Little or no experience using this technology)

1 (1.9%)

Level 2 (Some experience but require help with problems)

5 (9.6%)

Level 3 (Capable and can work through most problems)

5 (9.6%)

Level 4 (Competent and capable of showing others)
No response (No response was given)
Total

29 (55.8%)
7 (13.5%)
52 (100%)

Where did you learn to use this item?

f (%)

Computer class(es)

24 (46.2%)

Modeled/Observed

11 (21.2%)

Field experience

8 (15.4%)

Self- taught

24 (46.2%)

Did you use this item when student teaching?

f (% )

During Placement 1

37 (71.2%)

During Placement 2

34 (65.4%)

If you did not use this item when student teaching, why?

f (%)

Lack of time

3 (5.8%)

Lack of training

0 (0.0%)

Lack of resources

1 (1.9%)

Lack of support

1 (1.9%)

Technology not relevant

1 (1.9%)

Other

1 (1.9%)
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Table C.1, continued
Item 15 – Search Tools
Reported Skill Level

f (%)

Level 1 (Little or no experience using this technology)

0 (0.0%)

Level 2 (Some experience but require help with problems)

0 (0.0%)

Level 3 (Capable and can work through most problems)

30 (57.7%)

Level 4 (Competent and capable of showing others)

15 (28.8%)

No response (No response was given)
Total

7 (13.5%)
52 (100%)

Where did you learn to use this item?

f (%)

Computer class(es)

19 (36.5%)

Modeled/Observed

14 (26.9%)

Field experience

5 (9.6%)

Self- taught

28 (53.9%)

Did you use this item when student teaching?

f (%)

During Placement 1

36 (69.3%)

During Placement 2

33 (63.5%)

If you did not use this item when student teaching, why?

f (%)

Lack of time

2 (3.8%)

Lack of training

1 (1.9%)

Lack of resources

2 (3.8%)

Lack of support

0 (0.0%)

Technology not relevant

0 (0.0%)

Other

1 (1.9%)
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Table C.1, continued
Item 16 – Newsgroups, Gophers and Telnet
Reported Skill Level

f (%)

Level 1 (Little or no experience using this technology)

22 (42.3%)

Level 2 (Some experience but require help with problems)

16 (30.8%)

Level 3 (Capable and can work through most problems)
Level 4 (Competent and capable of showing others)
No response (No response was given)
Total

6 (11.5%)
1 (1.9%)
7 (13.5%)
52 (100%)

Where did you learn to use this item?

f (%)

Computer class(es)

7 (13.5%)

Modeled/Observed

3 (5.8%)

Field experience

1 (1.9%)

Self- taught

7 (13.5%)

Did you use this item when student teaching?

f (%)

During Placement 1

3 (5.8%)

During Placement 2

3 (5.8%)

If you did not use this item when student teaching, why?

f (%)

Lack of time

8 (15.4%)

Lack of training

19 (36.5%)

Lack of resources

3 (5.8%)

Lack of support

1 (1.9%)

Technology not relevant

3 (5.8%)

Other

0 (0.0%)
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Table C.1, continued
Item 17 – Obtaining, Decompressing and Using Files
Reported Skill Level
Level 1 (Little or no experience using this technology)
Level 2 (Some experience but require help with problems)
Level 3 (Capable and can work through most problems)
Level 4 (Competent and capable of showing others)
No response (No response was given)
Total

f (%)
16 (30.8%)
7 (13.5%)
17 (32.6%)
5 (9.6%)
7 (13.5%)
52 (100%)

Where did you learn to use this item?

f (%)

Computer class(es)

13 (25.0%)

Modeled/Observed

10 (19.2%)

Field experience

2 (3.8%)

Self- taught

14 (26.9%)

Did you use this item when student teaching?

f (%)

During Placement 1

8 (15.4%)

During Placement 2

10 (19.2%)

If you did not use this item when student teaching, why?

f (%)

Lack of time

10 (19.2%)

Lack of training

16 (30.8%)

Lack of resources

1 (1.9%)

Lack of support

1 (1.9%)

Technology not relevant

2 (3.8%)

Othe r

0 (0.0%)
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Table C.1, continued
Item 18 – Real- time and Push Technologies
Reported Skill Level

f (%)

Level 1 (Little or no experience using this technology)

16 (30.8%)

Level 2 (Some experience but require help with problems)

18 (34.6%)

Level 3 (Capable and can work through most problems)
Level 4 (Competent and capable of showing others)
No response (No response was given)
Total

8 (15.4%)
2 (3.8%)
8 (15.4%)
52 (100%)

Where did you learn to use this item?

f (%)

Comp uter class(es)

9 (17.3%)

Modeled/Observed

7 (13.5%)

Field experience

1 (1.9%)

Self- taught

18 (34.6%)

Did you use this item when student teaching?

f (%)

During Placement 1

8 (15.4%)

During Placement 2

7 (13.5%)

If you did not use this item when stude nt teaching, why?

f (%)

Lack of time

7 (13.65%)

Lack of training

12 (23.1%)

Lack of resources

3 (5.8%)

Lack of support

1 (1.9%)

Technology not relevant

3 (5.8%)

Other

0 (0.0%)
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Table C.1, continued
Item 19 – Webpage Constructi o n
Reported Skill Level

f (%)

Level 1 (Little or no experience using this technology)

22 (42.3%)

Level 2 (Some experience but require help with problems)

13 (25.0%)

Level 3 (Capable and can work through most problems)
Level 4 (Competent and capable of showing others)
No response (No response was given)
Total

8 (15.4%)
1 (1.9%)
8 (15.4%)
52 (100%)

Where did you learn to use this item?

f (%)

Computer class(es)

13 (25.0%)

Modeled/Observed

4 (7.7%)

Field experience

2 (3.8%)

Self- taught

7 (13.5%)

Did you use this item when student teaching?

f (%)

During Placement 1

2 (3.8%)

During Placement 2

0 (0.0%)

If you did not use this item when student teaching, why?

f (%)

Lack of time

15 (28.8%)

Lack of training

19 (36.5%)

Lack of resources

4 (7.7%)

Lack of support

3 (5.8%)

Technology not relevant

7 (13.5%)

Other

0 (0.0%)
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Table C.1, continued
Item 20 – Netiquette, On- line Ethics, and Current Issues
Reported Skill Level
Level 1 (Little or no experience using this technology)

f (%)
9 17.3(%)

Level 2 (Some experience but require help with problems)

15 (28.9%)

Level 3 (Capable and can work through most problems)

10 (19.2%)

Level 4 (Competent and capable of showing others)

10 (19.2%)

No response (No response was given)
Total

8 (15.4%)
52 (100%)

Where did you learn to use this item?

f (%)

Computer class(es)

19 (36.5%)

Modeled/Observed

7 (13.5%)

Field experience

7 (13.5%)

Self- taught

15 (28.8%)

Did you use this item when student teaching?

f (%)

During Placement 1

11 (21.2%)

During Placement 2

11 (21.2%)

If you did not use this item when student teaching, why?

f (%)

Lack of time

7 (13.5%)

Lack of training

8 (15.4%)

Lack of resources

2 (3.8%)

Lack of support

0 (0.0%)

Technology not relevant

4 (7.7%)

Other

0 (0.00%)
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